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Abstract
Approximately one billion children worldwide report having experienced physical, emotional, 

or sexual violence, yet existing evidence suggests this figure substantially underestimates true 

prevalence, as individuals often avoid disclosing their experiences of violence. We study which 

survey methods yield more reliable measures of violence against children. We randomly assigned 

6,000 children aged 8 to 12 years across 251 schools in Malawi to respond to a survey using face-to-

face (F2F) interviews or audio computer-assisted self-interviews (ACASI), administered either at the 

child’s home or school. We find that ACASI, relative to F2F, substantially increases the disclosure 

of physical and emotional violence by peers and school staff, regardless of survey location. Disclosure 

of sexual violence more than doubles when using ACASI and when surveys are conducted at school 

rather than the child’s home. These effects are consistent with the greater privacy provided by ACASI 

and the additional reassurance offered by school settings, which provide physical spaces that may 

more strongly signal to respondents that their answers are unlikely to be overheard, reducing social 

and emotional barriers to disclosure. Our results are robust to multiple checks examining social 

desirability bias, lapses in attention, and misunderstanding of survey questions, and suggest that 

ACASI offers a cost-effective approach to reducing systematic measurement error in surveys on 

sensitive topics.
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1 Introduction

Measuring sensitive issues through surveys poses major challenges. Topics such as sexual and

physical violence, crime, drug use, and female genital cutting are difficult to measure accu-

rately, as respondents may misreport either by concealing stigmatised experiences or providing

socially desirable answers. This has negative repercussions for research, policy response and

safeguarding. Misreporting not only leads to inaccurate statistics on the prevalence of harmful

practices and abuse, but it can introduce systematic error and bias conclusions regarding the

effectiveness of prevention interventions and policies. Misreporting violence in surveys – par-

ticularly underreporting – can also be a missed opportunity to identify cases and refer them to

the necessary services and authorities to protect potential victims.

Researchers have long been interested in and studied how and which methods may reduce

misreporting or limit bias in self-reported data on violence. However, the focus has been on

adults, and particularly on intimate partner violence (Joseph et al. 2017; Bulte and Lensink

2019; Agüero and Frisancho 2022; Cullen 2023; Peterman et al. 2025). Less is known regarding

how to collect reliable data on children’s experiences of violence (Tanton et al. 2023), a context

which requires even more care to ensure children understand the questions being asked and are

comfortable and safe disclosing their experiences of violence.

In this paper, we aim to address this gap. Existing surveys estimate that one billion children

worldwide experience violence (Hillis et al. 2016). Much of this violence occurs in and around

schools: a third of adolescents worldwide experience bullying (UNESCO 2019), and, in some

countries, up to 25 percent of sexual violence cases occur in schools (Smarrelli and Wong 2025).

These estimates are based on nationally representative student self-reported data from surveys

that have been collected using different methods and in different locations. Specifically, of the

nine international surveys1 that ask at least one question on bullying, corporal punishment, or

sexual violence, three collect the data using face-to-face (F2F) interviews at the respondent’s

home, and six use self-administered questionnaires at the respondent’s school. Researchers also

use different data collection methods: a systematic review of school-based violence prevention

interventions shows that 90 percent of studies use self-administered questionnaires, while the

rest use F2F surveys (Evans, Smarrelli and Wong, forthcoming). Yet little is known about

which combinations of survey methods used with children produce violence estimates with the

1See Figure A.1 in Appendix A for the list of surveys.
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lowest measurement error (Tanton et al. 2023). Even less is known about how to collect reliable

data from children below the age of 12, for whom self-administered questionnaires are not a

feasible option due to concerns about reading ability (Evans et al. 2025).

Motivated by this, we study which survey methods minimise misreporting and yield more

reliable measures of school-related violence among children aged 8 to 12. We do this through

a large-scale randomized survey experiment in Malawi, where decade-old data indicate that

bullying and sexual violence within the school community are common. We randomly assigned

over 6,000 primary school children (across 251 schools in eight districts in the north, center, and

south of Malawi) to one of four treatment arms, which varied in terms of the survey mode used

and the location of the survey. Survey mode was either F2F or Audio Computer-Assisted Self-

Interviews (ACASI), in which children listened to pre-recorded questions through headphones

and entered their answers on a tablet. We prioritise ACASI over pen-and-paper or computer-

based self-administered surveys to address concerns about children’s reading comprehension

levels. Survey location was either at the child’s home or school, the two most common places

where surveys are administered. Importantly, the survey was administered in three different lo-

cal languages, and comprehensive safeguarding protocols were carefully implemented, including

counselling and referral pathways, to protect children and minimize risks of harm.

Through these treatment arms, we exogenously vary the degree of privacy in the survey

setting, a key determinant of disclosure, as perceived risks of privacy breaches may exacerbate

fears of retaliation, judgment, or social exclusion and thereby influence reporting decisions.

ACASI provides greater privacy than face-to-face interviews, as children record responses on a

tablet without interacting with the enumerator. Survey location is also likely to affect disclosure,

depending on whether children perceive different levels of privacy at their home or at school. In

the analysis, we use those children allocated to respond via face-to-face interviews at home as

the control group, reflecting the status quo in major international surveys such as the Violence

Against Children Survey (VACS) and the Demographic and Health Survey (DHS).

We find that ACASI substantially increases disclosure across all forms of violence. Disclosure

of physical bullying from peers and corporal punishment by school staff rises by 20 percent,

emotional bullying by peers by 10 percent, and emotional violence by school staff by 88 percent.

The effect is largest for sexual violence, which includes different forms of violence with or

without physical contact, from sexual comments to forced sexual activity. In the control group,

14 percent reported experiencing any form of sexual violence; this more than doubles, to nearly
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31 percent, under ACASI, mainly driven by violence perpetrated in and around schools by

adults.

Survey location affects only the reporting of sexual violence, with children disclosing higher

levels of violence when interviewed at school rather than at home. Differences between home

and school settings matter to the extent that the physical space, the physical distance to the per-

petrator, and the people typically present in the environment (though not during the interview

itself) shape children’s perceptions of privacy. Our results suggest that the physical distance to

the perpetrator matters less, relative to conducting the survey in physical spaces that clearly

signal privacy, specifically, spaces where the respondent is clearly outside the listening range of

others.

We also examine whether the effect of survey treatment on children’s disclosure of school-

related violence varies by individual, family, and school characteristics. We find that the child’s

age is significantly negatively correlated with the likelihood of reporting physical violence only

in the F2F arm, suggesting that older children are more likely to underreport physical violence

when asked directly by an enumerator. We also find that, relative to face-to-face interviews,

ACASI increases the likelihood that boys report sexual violence by 8 percentage points compared

with girls. This suggests systematic misreporting by gender, where boys are more likely to

disclose their experiences of violence when more privacy is provided.

These results are based on a sample designed to be nationally representative. The eight

districts included in this study were selected using probability-proportional-to-size sampling

from the 19 of Malawi’s 28 districts in which the non-governmental organisation responsible for

assessing and following up reports of violence operated. Comparisons of observable characteris-

tics suggest that these 19 districts are broadly similar to the remaining districts in the country,

increasing the likelihood that our results are broadly representative of Malawi as a whole.

We run a series of robustness checks to assess the validity of our results. We test whether

social desirability bias is different by survey method, using the Children’s Social Desirability

Short (CSD-S) scale. We find that children in the ACASI arm are seven percentage points

less likely to give socially desirable responses, suggesting that the additional privacy provided

by ACASI gives children fewer incentives to misreport and hence systematic misreporting is

less likely. However, we also find that children were more likely to misunderstand some of the

questions about sexual violence or fail attention checks in the ACASI arm. We argue that the

measurement error resulting from this is more likely to be random error rather than reflecting
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incentives to give misleading responses. We account for these errors in multiple ways. First, we

create outcomes for sexual violence that correct for any cases where the child misunderstood the

question and did not experience violence. Second, acknowledging that the approach we follow

has limitations, we drop from the sample the observations that failed the attention checks. We

find that our estimates are robust to these and other checks, validating that ACASI is more

likely to reduce misreporting (mainly underreporting) than F2F.

Our detailed cost data, which are typically lacking in the literature (Tanton et al. 2023),

also show that the ACASI method is a cost-effective alternative. We find that ACASI costs

USD 1 more per child, but it is more effective in eliciting higher reporting of violence (which we

assume to be truthful). Specifically, we find that increasing the probability of reporting sexual

violence by one percentage point costs USD 3.67 for ACASI at school, USD 5.10 for ACASI at

home, and USD 7.69 for face-to-face at school.

Our results contribute to the literature on survey methodology and the measurement of

sensitive topics. Researchers have studied which tools and methods can potentially limit bias in

self-reported data, focusing mainly on the adult population (Tourangeau and Yan 2007; Gibson

et al. 2015; Blattman et al. 2016; DeWeerdt et al. 2020; Blair et al. 2020). The variety of survey

methods tested includes direct questioning (e.g., F2F and ACASI) and indirect questioning, such

as list experiments and random response techniques. The challenges in all these methods lie in

determining which method will reliably provide a more credible measure of violence.

In the context of violence measurement, most of the existing evidence focuses on criminal

behaviour and intimate partner violence (IPV). Cullen (2023), Gilligan et al. (2025), and

Agüero and Frisancho (2022) compare face-to-face surveys with list experiments, with only

Cullen (2023) finding that list experiments increase the disclosure of IPV. Other methods,

such as random response techniques, have been found to improve disclosure relative to face-

to-face surveys. In Bangladesh, for example, women report higher levels of sexual harassment

when asked using random response techniques compared with face-to-face surveys (Boudreau

et al. 2023). These indirect questioning methods are designed to offer greater confidentiality to

respondents. However, the mixed results, along with evidence that these methods often confuse

adult respondents (Kramon and Weghorst 2019), suggest that they are unlikely to be effective

with younger populations.

Our results add to the few studies using ACASI approaches to explore its effects on violence

disclosure. Cullen (2023) finds no difference between face-to-face and ACASI in Nigeria, whereas
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Peterman et al. (2025) report higher disclosure of IPV with ACASI in Senegal. Evidence

from a survey experiment in Ethiopia similarly shows that ACASI leads to higher disclosure

of experiences of violent conflict, relative to face-to-face (von Russdorf et al. 2024). We show

that, in a population of young children, ACASI elicits higher disclosure of school-related forms

of violence relative to face-to-face surveys, likely driven by the greater privacy afforded by

ACASI. A similar result is reported by Punjabi et al. (2021), who use a survey experiment to

compare reports of school-related violence collected through ACASI and F2F methods among

1,000 primary-school children in Uganda. Consistent with our findings, the study finds that

disclosure of sexual violence nearly doubled among children assigned to ACASI, although it

does not find statistically significant differences in reports of bullying or corporal punishment.

These findings suggest that increasing privacy during data collection can substantially improve

the disclosure of sexual violence among school-age children across different contexts.

Only a handful of papers have focused on studying the measurement of school-related vi-

olence against children. In addition to Punjabi et al. (2021), Tanton et al. (2023) identify

four studies in high-, middle-, and low-income countries. Among these, three focus on bullying

and study how variations in face-to-face administration (e.g., changing who administers the

survey) affect disclosure. Barr et al. (2017) is closest to our approach as they compare face-to-

face surveys with a method that provides greater privacy: the sealed-envelope approach. The

authors show that the latter yields higher reports of sexual violence, providing evidence on

the importance of greater confidentiality. A limitation of their approach, however, is that all

children responded to the survey using both methods, constraining the possibility of fully dis-

entangling the effect of the survey mode, as responses with one method may influence responses

with the other. We circumvent this constraint by randomly allocating children to one of four

data-collection approaches.

Finally, to our knowledge, this paper is the first to analyze whether survey location affects

the disclosure of violence. Surveys with questions on violence are generally administered at the

respondent’s home or school. For example, VACS and DHS, which ask about sexual violence, are

collected at the respondent’s home; while surveys asking about bullying, such as the Program

for International Student Assessment (PISA), are typically administered in schools (Evans et al.

2025). Our findings show that location matters when asking about sexual violence, and suggest

that administering surveys at the location of the incident or where the perpetrator is part of

the same institution (e.g., teachers in the school) matters less if the interview is conducted in

6



a space that is clearly outside the listening range of others. Such settings can reduce fears of

being overheard by the perpetrator and alleviate feelings of shame, embarrassment, or concern

about others (family members or peers) listening, thereby addressing barriers that lead to

misreporting.

The remainder of the paper proceeds as follows. Section 2 describes the context and exper-

imental design. Section 3 outlines our empirical strategy. Section 4 presents the results on the

disclosure of violence. Section 5 explores the correlates of misreporting, and Section 6 discusses

the validity of our findings. Section 7 presents our cost-effectiveness analysis, and Section 8

concludes.

2 Context, experimental design and data

2.1 Context

Most data on school-related violence comes from international surveys that include questions

on at least one form of violence (bullying from peers, corporal punishment from teachers, and

sexual violence). In Malawi, two such surveys, collected more than a decade ago, revealed a high

incidence of school-related violence in the country. The Global School Health Surveys (GSHS),

collected using self-administered questionnaires in the students’ school, show that in 2009, 45

percent of children aged 11 to 16 years self-reported experiencing bullying from peers. This is

7 percentage points higher than in other low-and middle-income countries within a window of

+/- 3 years (Smarrelli and Wong 2025). The VACS, administered using face-to-face methods

in the respondent’s home, estimates that 22 percent of girls and 17 percent of boys aged 13 to

24 years reported experiencing sexual violence over their lives. Of these cases, 28 percent and

22 percent, respectively, occurred in the school setting.

As in Malawi, 61 percent of low- and middle-income countries and 72 percent of high-income

countries rely on self-administered school-based questionnaires to measure the prevalence of

bullying, while 45 percent of low- and middle-income countries use home-based, face-to-face

surveys to measure the prevalence of sexual violence perpetrated by peers or school staff.2 From

this, we learn that the two main survey methods used to collect data at scale are face-to-face

surveys and self-administered questionnaires (where children read and answer the questions

directly), and that these surveys are typically administered either at home or in school. A

2The estimates are based on a dataset from Evans, Hares, Smarrelli, and Wu (2025). High-income countries
currently do not have comparable surveys collecting data on sexual violence against children.
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systematic review about school-based violence prevention interventions further shows that 90

percent of studies used self-administered questionnaires, while the rest used F2F surveys (Evans,

Smarrelli and Wong, forthcoming). However, we do not know which combination of survey

method and location would potentially provide more reliable measures of school-related violence.

2.2 Experimental design

When collecting data on sensitive issues such as violence, there is a risk that it will be measured

with some degree of error. Adults and children may have incentives to misreport their experi-

ences of violence, often due to fears of breaches of privacy and confidentiality that could lead

to retaliation, exclusion, or judgment. Moreover, even without incentives to misreport, data

can still be inaccurate due to errors related to misunderstanding survey questions or lapses in

attention. Minimizing these sources of error is crucial for obtaining an accurate understanding

of the prevalence of violence, and, importantly, for producing unbiased estimates of the impacts

of interventions, policies or laws.

In the context of program evaluations, we worry the most about systematic reporting errors

that occur when a respondent intentionally conceals the truth. In such cases, if the measurement

error in violence outcomes is correlated with the treatment or intervention being assessed,

estimated treatment effects will potentially be biased, affecting our understanding of what

works to prevent violence. We would worry less about random errors, which would reduce the

precision of our estimates but would not introduce bias.

We design a survey experiment to identify survey practices that reduce the likelihood of

misreporting of school-related violence, or in other words, the practices that would reduce the

risk of systematic reporting errors. In selecting which practices to test, we considered three key

criteria: (i) ensuring that the design allowed us to vary privacy levels; (ii) prioritising methods

that could be used in large-scale surveys, such as the VACS and DHS; and (iii) selecting practices

appropriate for young children. Guided by this, we implemented a survey experiment with four

treatment arms that vary both how the data are collected (survey mode) and where the data are

collected (survey location). Since English is the second language for most learners in Malawi,

the survey was designed in three local languages: Chichewa, Tumbuka and Yao.

Survey mode. We used two survey administration modes: F2F and ACASI.3 Under both

modes, enumerators were trained to spend equal time building rapport with the child at the start

3See Figure A.3 in Appendix A for an illustration of how questions appear on the tablet when using ACASI.

8



of the interview to create a safe and comfortable environment. In the F2F mode, the enumerator

asked the child directly about their experiences of school-related violence and recorded their

responses on a tablet. Female enumerators interviewed girls, and male enumerators interviewed

boys. In the ACASI mode, the enumerator provided the child with a tablet and headphones; the

child listened to recorded questions and entered responses on a touchscreen. Before beginning,

the enumerator explained how to use the device through short practice exercises, and remained

nearby to answer questions, provide technical support, and monitor the child for signs of distress.

To keep procedures comparable across survey modes, girls heard recordings in a female voice,

while boys heard recordings in a male voice.

Survey location. We administered the survey either at the child’s home or at their school,

the two locations where most surveys are typically conducted. In both settings, the enumerators

were trained to conduct the interviews in a space out of the listening range of others to ensure

privacy.

Combining the two survey modes and two locations, children were randomly assigned to one

of four treatment arms: F2F at home, F2F at school, ACASI at home, and ACASI at school.

The control group consisted of children who completed the F2F survey at home, reflecting the

status quo for violence surveys, including the DHS and VACS. These different combinations

are expected to exogenously vary the degree of privacy provided during the survey, which

is expected to affect respondents’ barriers and fears associated with reporting experiences of

violence. These barriers include fears of retaliation or re-victimization, concerns about social

and relational consequences (such as judgment, stigma, or exclusion), and emotional inhibitors

(such as shame, embarrassment, or guilt), all of which can affect a respondent’s decision to

disclose or conceal their experiences of violence when asked.

Relative to the F2F survey, ACASI removes direct interaction with the enumerator and

reduces the perceived risks of being overheard, as the respondents directly self-report their

experiences of violence on the tablet. This increase in privacy may help reduce fears related to

retaliation, judgment, stigma, and exclusion, as well as emotional barriers such as shame and

embarrassment, thereby affecting the likelihood of disclosure.

Survey location is also expected to influence reporting through its effects on perceived privacy

and confidentiality. Differences between home and school settings may matter to the extent that

the physical space, the physical distance to the perpetrator, and the people typically present in

the environment (though not during the interview itself) shape children’s perceptions of privacy
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and confidentiality. For example, schools have generally larger spaces than homes and may offer

more options for conducting the survey in spaces where privacy is salient, potentially reducing

fears of retaliation and social consequences. Conversely, interviews conducted at home place

respondents at greater physical distance from the perpetrators, as the survey exclusively focuses

on violence perpetrated by peers or school staff. This greater distance may lower perceived

risks of retaliation. Finally, the composition of people typically present in the environment

may matter if children’s internalized fears of judgment, exclusion, stigma, or embarrassment

are stronger when family members or peers could potentially learn about their experiences of

violence (Tourangeau and Yan 2007).

2.3 Data

2.3.1 Sample

The sample consisted of 6,009 students aged 8 to 12, distributed across 251 primary public

schools in eight districts of Malawi: Blantyre, Chitipa, Dedza, Lilongwe, Mangochi, Mzimba,

Ntcheu, and Zomba. The districts were selected randomly using proportionate-to-size sam-

pling4, based on the population of students enrolled in primary school. Within each district,

the number of schools was determined according to the national distribution of schools, and

mixed-sex public schools were selected randomly using proportionate-to-size sampling. Students

within each school were selected randomly from school registers using the Ministry of Educa-

tion Cohort Tracking Data, ensuring a balanced number of female and male students, as well

as younger (8–9 years) and older students (10–12 years).5

We followed an individual-level randomization to allocate students to respond to the survey

using (i) a F2F method at the student’s home (control group), (ii) a F2F method at the student’s

school, (iii) an ACASI method at the student’s home, and (iv) an ACASI method at the student’s

4Malawi has 28 districts. Districts were randomly selected from a list of 19 districts in which the non-
governmental organization YONECO operated. This was essential for the study, as YONECO was responsible
for handling cases of violence reported in the survey that required referral services. Importantly, although our
sample was restricted to districts where YONECO operated, comparisons of key statistics suggest that districts
with and without YONECO presence are similar in observable characteristics (see Table A.1). A limitation of
this analysis, however, is that we only have access to aggregated census measures and, given the low statistical
power, we cannot rule out meaningful differences. Nevertheless, the overall pattern is reassuring.

5We originally aimed to sample 24 students in each school, resulting in 6,024 students. However, during the
tracking phase of data collection—when enumerators confirmed the accuracy of age and gender data from the
Cohort Tracking Data, and collected information on home addresses and caregivers’ contact details–—it was not
possible to locate 15 children. As a result, in 21 schools the sample included between 20 and 23 students. In
cases where the student was no longer enrolled in the school or the Cohort Tracking Data contained inaccurate
information (for example, student age was outside the study’s target range), enumerators were instructed to
randomly select a replacement student from the hardcopy school registers, matching the same age, gender, and
the first letter of the surname.
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school. The randomization was stratified by school and student sex to ensure global balance

within each stratum.6 Assuming 80 percent power and a 10 percent significance level, our power

calculations indicate that we can detect at least 3 to 5 percentage point differences in disclosure

relative to the control group.7

We obtained data from 5,982 students. We could not administer the survey to 27 of 6,009

students (0.45 percent): 14 parents did not give consent, 5 children did not give assent, 7

children had a hearing or speaking disability, and 1 student could not be reached. The sample

is balanced across our treatment arms, and we do not see evidence of differential attrition (see

Table A.2 and A.3 in the Appendix).

2.3.2 Compliance

The survey software included features to monitor and minimize any deviations from the ran-

domized treatment assignment. Regarding the survey mode, the software allowed us to prefill

respondent data by assigned mode, ensuring that children assigned to the F2F arm were only

listed in the F2F interface, and ACASI children only in the ACASI interface, thereby eliminat-

ing the risk that a child would be surveyed using the wrong method. Regarding survey location,

we collected GPS coordinates during listing8 and during the main data collection. We used this

information to conduct daily checks to identify any violations of the protocol. We identified only

one violation, in which the survey was conducted at the child’s home instead of at the child’s

school. Aside from this case, we observed no further deviations from the assigned treatment.

2.3.3 Ethics and safeguarding

We received ethical clearance from the Institutional Review Board of the University of Malawi

(Ref No: P.04/24/347). We implemented comprehensive safeguarding protocols to ensure the

safety of all children during the study, minimize risks, and prevent any form of abuse by field

staff. Enumerators and counsellors were thoroughly trained on study ethics and code of con-

duct, consent procedures and interview techniques, vicarious trauma and self-care, trauma-

informed interviewing, rapport-building with children, and referral protocols and case man-

6The randomization was conducted using the Stata command randtreat, specifying the misfits(global)

option. We adopted this approach because in some schools, the number of observations was not a multiple of the
number of treatment arms. Following Carril (2017), we prioritized global balance of the misfits.

7Minimum detectable effects vary by outcome, ranging from 3 percentage points for sexual violence prevalence
to 5 percentage points for corporal punishment and bullying. Power calculations were based on data on violence
prevalence among 13- to 18-year-old children, due to the lack of data for younger children.

8Listing occurred one month before the survey to collect the GPS coordinates of children’s homes.
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agement9. Consent from the child’s primary caregiver (obtained at the child’s home) as well

as the child’s assent, was secured before administering the survey. All children were offered

in-person counselling immediately after survey completion. Counsellors assessed each case,

referring those requiring further attention to the non-governmental organization Youth-Net

Counselling (YONECO), which specializes in child protection and operates the National Child

Helpline Call Center. YONECO, in turn, involved local authorities, including social welfare

offices and police victim units, when necessary. The details of our safeguarding procedures are

discussed extensively in Evans, Lee, Smarrelli and Mhango (forthcoming).

2.4 Violence Outcomes

Our primary outcomes include emotional, physical, and sexual forms of violence perpetrated by

students or members of the school staff. We describe each primary outcome below10:

Physical and Emotional bullying by peers: We measure physical and emotional pat-

terns of repeated aggressive behaviour perpetrated by students during the month prior to the

survey. Physical bullying is a dummy variable equal to 1 if the student experienced any of

the following forms of aggression more than once in the past month: (i) being hit, kicked, or

punched; (ii) being pinched or having ears or hair pulled; or (iii) having something thrown at

them. Emotional bullying is a dummy variable equal to 1 if the student experienced any of

the following more than once in the past month: (i) being made fun of or called names; (ii)

being excluded from activities; (iii) having lies told or rumours spread about them; or (iv) being

threatened.

Physical violence by the school staff: We construct a dummy variable equal to 1 if the

student reported experiencing corporal punishment from any member of the school staff in the

month prior to the survey. Corporal punishment includes spanking, beating, twisting ears, or

any other form of hitting, whether with a hand or an object such as a stick.

Emotional violence by the school staff: We construct a dummy variable equal to 1 if

the student reported that a member of the school staff humiliated, embarrassed, or threatened

them in the month prior to the survey.

Sexual violence by peers or the school staff: We measure multiple forms of sexual

violence, including both non-contact acts (e.g., comments of a sexual nature, nude pictures or

9See Figure A.4 in the Appendix for details on the referral protocol
10See Figure A.2 in Appendix A to review our survey questions.
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videos) and contact acts (e.g., unwanted kissing or touching, forced sex). Using this information,

we construct three dummy variables: (i) whether the child has ever experienced any form

of sexual violence; (ii) whether they have experienced sexual violence involving contact; and

(iii) whether they have experienced sexual violence without contact. For each outcome, we

disaggregate by perpetrator type, distinguishing between students and school staff.

The survey questionnaire was adapted from validated instruments, including bullying items

from international education assessment surveys such as PISA and TIMSS, and sexual vio-

lence items from the VACS and other studies focused on children (Barr et al. 2017). The

questionnaire was piloted through focus group discussions and interviews with 100 children to

assess comprehension. This included evaluating children’s understanding of specific terms (e.g.,

“safety,” “threaten,” “embarrassment,” “privacy”), the frequency scales, the time references

(e.g., understanding of “month”), and the images used during the F2F and ACASI surveys to

represent frequency and agreement scales.

In addition to our violence outcomes, we also pre-registered secondary outcomes to validate

or assess the robustness checks of our results (Smarrelli 2024). The measures we used include

a Social Desirability Scale, and an indicator to measure children’s attention levels. We discuss

these measures in Section 6.

3 Empirical Strategy

To estimate the differences in the disclosure of violence across treatment arms, we estimate:

yisd = β0 + β1T
FS
isd + β2T

AS
isd + β3T

AH
isd + ϵisd, (3.1)

where yisd is the outcome of interest (self-reported violence) for the individual i in school s

located in district d. TFS
isd is a dummy variable that takes the value of 1 if the child was allocated

to respond to the survey with the F2F mode at their school; TAS
isd is a dummy variable that

takes the value of 1 if the child was allocated to respond to the survey in the ACASI mode at

their school; and, TAH
isd is a dummy variable that takes the value of 1 if the child was allocated

to respond to the survey in the ACASI mode at their home. For all binary outcomes, we use

a logit model to estimate (3.1) and then calculate the corresponding average marginal effect

associated with each treatment arm. We also adjust for multiple hypothesis testing (see Table
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A.4 in the Appendix).

TFS
isd , T

AS
isd and TAH

isd , indicate if the survey mode and location of the survey matters for

disclosure relative to F2F interviews conducted at the respondents’ home. In addition to our

main specification, to increase precision, we also run an additional specification controlling for

pre-specified individual, family and school characteristics. Individual-level controls include sex

and age dummies. Household-level controls include wealth index and parent’s education, and

school characteristics include school size.11 We also estimate the impacts using Post Double

Selection Lasso to select control variables and find that our results are not sensitive to the

method used to select controls (see Appendix B).

Lower and Upper Bounds. All questions on experiences of violence included “don’t

know” and “decline” response options. Children assigned to respond to the survey using

ACASI (whether at home or at school) were 3 percentage points more likely to select these

options compared to those who responded using F2F. This occurred despite enumerators being

trained—and regularly reminded—to read “don’t know” and “decline” when administering the

survey via F2F. This suggests that either some enumerators did not consistently read these

response options or that, as Malloy and Stolzenberg (2019) suggest, children did not feel com-

fortable selecting them, partly due to power imbalances in adult–child interactions and the fact

that children are not accustomed to exercising these options in a survey context. To account for

“don’t know” and “decline” responses, we estimate Manski–Horowitz lower and upper bounds.

To construct the upper bound, we assign yisd = 1 (child experienced violence) to all respondents

in the treatment arms who answered “don’t know” or “decline,” and yisd = 0 (child did not ex-

perience violence) to those in the control group. The lower bound is created under the opposite

assumption. We find narrow bounds, indicating that the results are not sensitive to differences

in “don’t know” and “decline” responses (and hence to missing values in the outcome variables)

between ACASI and F2F (see Section 4).

11We do not cluster standard errors. Abadie et al. (2023) outline two main reasons for clustering. First,
clustering may be required for experimental design reasons when treatment assignment occurs at the cluster
level. Second, clustering may be appropriate for sampling design reasons when the data are collected using a
clustered sampling design intended to support inference about a broader population. Because treatment in our
study is randomized at the individual level, we do not cluster standard errors.
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4 Results

4.1 Physical and Emotional Violence

Tables 1 and 2 present the differences in the probability of disclosing experiences of physical and

emotional violence from peers and the school staff, respectively, relative to the control group.

Columns (1) and (5) show results without controls, while columns (2) and (6) include controls.

Columns (3), (4), (7), and (8) include the Manski–Horowitz lower and upper bounds used to

adjust for “don’t know” and “decline” responses.

The results suggest that children are more likely to disclose experiences of physical and emo-

tional violence when asked using ACASI, and that survey location does not explain differences

in reporting these forms of violence.

For measures on bullying perpetrated by peers, we find that in the control group (F2F at

home), 46 percent and 61 percent of children self-reported experiencing physical and emotional

bullying, respectively. When we compare this group with the ACASI respondents at home

or school groups, we observe statistically significant differences in the disclosure of peer-to-

peer bullying. The disclosure of emotional bullying increased by 6 and 7 percentage points

(corresponding to 10 and 11 percent increases), among those responding to the survey with

ACASI at home and at school, respectively. Similar results are observed for physical bullying,

for which disclosure increased by 10 and 9 percentage points (corresponding to 21 and 19 percent

increases) when responding with ACASI at home and school, respectively.

Our design also allows us to explore whether survey location affects disclosure. We do this by

comparing differences in reporting within each survey mode. We find that when administering

the survey using F2F interviews at the child’s school instead of the child’s home, the disclosure of

emotional and physical bullying increases by 4 and 5 percentage points, respectively. However,

after adjusting for multiple hypothesis testing, this difference remains statistically significant

only for measures related to emotional bullying (see Table A.4). Moreover, we note that among

those responding to the survey with ACASI, survey location does not explain differences in

bullying disclosure.

Turning to physical (corporal punishment) and emotional forms of violence perpetrated by

school staff (e.g., teachers and headteachers), we find that location does not matter: disclosure

rates are similar between the groups responding to the survey via F2F at home or school, as

well as between those groups responding to the survey with ACASI at either location. However,
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when comparing the control group to the ACASI group, we observe significant differences. In the

ACASI group, regardless of the survey location, the disclosure of corporal punishment increased

by 9 percentage points, while the disclosure of emotional violence increased by 20 percentage

points (which corresponds to an 88 percent increase relative to the control group).

Relative to corporal punishment, the sharp rise in reports of emotional violence in the

ACASI group may reflect differences in how these forms of violence are perceived, accepted

and normalized. Although corporal punishment has been banned in many settings, including

Malawi12, it remains a common and socially accepted practice—one that parents endorse and

children often internalise as a legitimate form of discipline (Lokot et al. 2020). Emotional

violence, by contrast, is less openly discussed and acknowledged. As a result, children may feel

more ashamed to disclose that a staff member spoke to them in a way that made them feel em-

barrassed, threatened, or humiliated. Another possibility is that some children misunderstood

the question when responding via ACASI. However, enumerator reports and findings from focus

groups conducted before the survey to test children’s understanding of the terminology used in

the questions suggest that it is unlikely that children misunderstood the question.

Table 1: Bullying by peers

Emotional Bullying Physical Bullying

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Lower Bound Upper Bound Lower Bound Upper Bound

ACASI Home 0.059∗∗∗ 0.059∗∗∗ 0.042∗∗ 0.069∗∗∗ 0.095∗∗∗ 0.095∗∗∗ 0.078∗∗∗ 0.107∗∗∗

(0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018)

ACASI School 0.065∗∗∗ 0.065∗∗∗ 0.041∗∗ 0.079∗∗∗ 0.085∗∗∗ 0.085∗∗∗ 0.069∗∗∗ 0.099∗∗∗

(0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018)

F2F School 0.038∗∗ 0.038∗∗ 0.036∗∗ 0.041∗∗ 0.048∗∗∗ 0.048∗∗∗ 0.045∗∗ 0.051∗∗∗

(0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018)

Observations 5888 5888 5982 5982 5896 5896 5982 5982
Mean 0.608 0.456
Pvalue: diff AH&AS 0.745 0.622
Pvalue: diff AS&FS 0.124 0.042
Controls No Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes

Notes: The table presents estimated average marginal effects of the treatment arms relative to the children
allocated to the F2F Home group.“Pvalue: diff AH&AS” refers to differences between the ACASI group that
responded to the survey at school or home. “Pvalue: diff AS&FS” refers to differences between those who
responded to the survey in school, using F2F or ACASI. Columns (2) and (6) include all individual, family and
school pre-specified covariates. Columns (3), (4), (7) and (8) show the Manski–Horowitz lower and upper bounds
used to adjust for “don’t know” and “decline” responses. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses.
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01

12Corporal punishment is unlawful in schools under article 19 of the Constitution. Yet, the Education Act
does not explicitly prohibit the use of corporal punishment in schools. Only the National Education Standards
and the Teachers’ Code of Conduct guidelines discourage teachers from using corporal punishment in schools.
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Table 2: Emotional & Corporal Punishment by Staff

Emotional Corporal Punishment

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Lower Bound Upper Bound Lower Bound Upper Bound

ACASI Home 0.206∗∗∗ 0.206∗∗∗ 0.191∗∗∗ 0.223∗∗∗ 0.088∗∗∗ 0.088∗∗∗ 0.072∗∗∗ 0.101∗∗∗

(0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.016) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018)

ACASI School 0.207∗∗∗ 0.208∗∗∗ 0.190∗∗∗ 0.228∗∗∗ 0.093∗∗∗ 0.093∗∗∗ 0.070∗∗∗ 0.111∗∗∗

(0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.016) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018)

F2F School 0.023 0.023 0.018 0.028 -0.009 -0.009 -0.014 -0.003
(0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018)

Observations 5873 5873 5982 5982 5876 5876 5982 5982
Mean 0.233 0.473
Pvalue: diff AH&AS 0.903 0.775
Pvalue: diff AS&FS 0.000 0.000
Controls No Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes

Notes: The table presents estimated average marginal effects of the treatment arms relative to the children
allocated to the F2F Home group.“Pvalue: diff AH&AS” refers to differences between the ACASI group that
responded to the survey at school or home. “Pvalue: diff AS&FS” refers to differences between those who
responded to the survey in school, using F2F or ACASI. Columns (2) and (6) include all individual, family and
school pre-specified covariates. Columns (3), (4), (7) and (8) show the Manski–Horowitz lower and upper bounds
used to adjust for “don’t know” and “decline” responses. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses.
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

4.2 Sexual Violence

Figure 1 shows the percentage of children who reported experiencing different forms of sexual vi-

olence in the control group, from sexual comments about the child’s body to forcing, persuading,

or enticing a child to take part in sexual activities, which may or may not involve contact. We

asked about these forms of violence in the order presented in Figure 1, differentiating between

whether the perpetrator was a peer or an adult (member of the school staff).

Figure 1: Percentage of children who self-report being victims of sexual violence
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Table 3 shows that, relative to the control group, the disclosure of sexual violence increased

by 13 and 17 percentage points when the survey was administered via ACASI at home and

school, respectively. This corresponds to a 91–118 percent difference relative to the control

group, driven by differences in the violence perpetrated by adults, including members of the

school staff or other adults on the way to or from school. This finding would suggest that the

higher privacy afforded by ACASI is especially important when asking about abuse from adult

perpetrators. Results are similar when disaggregating the data by whether the form of sexual

violence involved contact or not (see Table A.5 and A.6 in Appendix A).

Table 3: Sexual Violence

Sexual Violence By Staff By Peers

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
Lower Bound Upper Bound Lower Bound Upper Bound Lower Bound Upper Bound

ACASI Home 0.128∗∗∗ 0.125∗∗∗ 0.137∗∗∗ 0.152∗∗∗ 0.146∗∗∗ 0.169∗∗∗ 0.076∗∗∗ 0.073∗∗∗ 0.090∗∗∗

(0.016) (0.016) (0.016) (0.015) (0.015) (0.016) (0.015) (0.015) (0.015)

ACASI School 0.167∗∗∗ 0.163∗∗∗ 0.179∗∗∗ 0.173∗∗∗ 0.167∗∗∗ 0.193∗∗∗ 0.102∗∗∗ 0.096∗∗∗ 0.121∗∗∗

(0.016) (0.016) (0.016) (0.015) (0.014) (0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.015)

F2F School 0.078∗∗∗ 0.078∗∗∗ 0.080∗∗∗ 0.044∗∗∗ 0.040∗∗ 0.047∗∗∗ 0.067∗∗∗ 0.067∗∗∗ 0.071∗∗∗

(0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.016) (0.018) (0.015) (0.015) (0.016)

Observations 5942 5982 5982 5925 5982 5982 5922 5982 5982
Mean 0.141 0.141 0.141 0.038 0.039 0.037 0.124 0.124 0.124
Pvalue: diff AH&AS 0.006 0.009 0.003 0.019 0.024 0.010 0.063 0.086 0.023
Pvalue: diff AS&FS 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.010 0.026 0.000
Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Notes: The table presents estimated average marginal effects of the treatment arms relative to the children
allocated to the F2F Home group.“Pvalue: diff AH&AS” refers to differences between the ACASI group that
responded to the survey at school or home. “Pvalue: diff AS&FS” refers to differences between those who
responded to the survey in school, using F2F or ACASI. Columns (1), (4), and (7) include all individual, family
and school pre-specified covariates. Columns (2), (3), (5), (6), (8) and (9) show the Manski–Horowitz lower and
upper bounds used to adjust for “don’t know” and “decline” responses. Robust standard errors are shown in
parentheses.
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

We also find that the location of the survey affects disclosure. Among those surveyed

using F2F, administering the survey in school increased the disclosure of sexual violence by 8

percentage points, corresponding to a 55 percent increase in reporting. Among those surveyed

using ACASI, the disclosure of violence was also higher in the school setting. The higher

disclosure of sexual violence in the school relative to the home setting may reflect differences in

the respondents’ perceived levels of privacy and anonymity. As explained in Section 2.2, three

interconnected factors might affect these perceived levels of privacy when answering survey

questions on violence: (i) the physical space, (ii) the physical distance to the perpetrator, and

(iii) the people typically present in the environment (though not during the interview itself).

All the questions in our survey asked about school-related violence, focusing on incidents

perpetrated by peers or the school staff. In this context, if the physical distance to the per-

petrator mattered the most, we would have expected to observe higher disclosure of violence
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among the groups allocated to respond to the survey at home. Given that we do not observe

this, it is likely that the other two factors matter more in our context.

Our survey included a set of questions asking the enumerator to describe the physical space

where the survey was conducted. Although enumerators in both school and home settings

were instructed to ensure surveys were conducted out of the listening range of others, the

characteristics of the physical spaces varied. We find that, at home, 4 percent of surveys were

conducted inside a room (primary indoor), 87 percent in common passage areas or entry zones

(specifically, at the front door or veranda), and 9 percent in outdoor spaces (e.g., the house

yard). In schools, 21 percent of surveys were conducted inside a room (mainly classrooms),

30 percent in common passage areas or entry zones (e.g., in a school hallway or near the main

entrance), and 49 percent in outdoor spaces (e.g., the school yard). There was more variation in

the use of school spaces, suggesting that enumerators could use different options to ensure the

survey was administered out of hearing range of others. In contrast, children’s homes had, on

average, only two rooms, and the fact that the house’s front door was the most common place

used to administer the interview suggests that this space was likely the most private setting

available for ensuring that the interview was conducted out of the hearing range of others.

In Table 4, we explore the association between the physical spaces used to conduct the survey

and the violence outcomes. We include in the regression two dummy variables that capture

whether the survey was conducted inside a room or in a common passage area or entry zone,

and we use as a reference category whether the interview was conducted in an outdoor space

further away from the physical structure of the house or school (e.g., in the school or home yard).

We estimate this specification separately for the children allocated to respond to the survey in

their homes and schools. We find that for physical or emotional forms of violence perpetrated by

peers or school staff, the physical space is not correlated with violence disclosure. For outcomes

related to sexual violence, the results suggest that, in the home, conducting interviews inside a

room or in common passage areas is associated with lower disclosure of sexual violence relative

to administering the survey in outdoor spaces. By contrast, in the school, we do not observe

statistically significant differences.

The results suggest that in schools, it is possible to use a variety of spaces that allow

enumerators to signal more clearly that privacy is secured (as enumerators may be able to find

spaces that are more clearly outside the listening range of others), relative to the home, where

space is more constrained. In fact, qualitative reports from the enumerators and counselors on
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Table 4: Physical Spaces within Home and School

(1)
Home

(2)
School

Panel A: Sexual Violence

Interview conducted: Inside a room
-0.079*
(0.045)

0.033
(0.020)

Interview conducted: Common Passage Area/Entry Zone
-0.041*
(0.024)

-0.000
(0.019)

N 2967 2962

Panel B: Physical or Emotional Bullying from Peers

Interview conducted: Inside a room
-0.050
(0.052)

0.011
(0.022)

Interview conducted: Common Passage Area/Entry Zone
-0.050
(0.031)

-0.002
(0.019)

N 2915 2917

Panel C: Physical or Emotional Violence from School Staff

Interview conducted: Inside a room
0.016
(0.055)

0.015
(0.024)

Interview conducted: Common Passage Area/Entry Zone
-0.005
(0.032)

0.030
(0.021)

N 2910 2897

Notes: The table presents three panel of results showing the estimated coefficients
of physical spaces within home and school on the disclosure of violence. Column
(1) shows the estimated effects for those interviewed at home, while column (2)
shows the estimated effects for those interviewed at school. All regressions include
a control for survey mode. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses. *
p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

the data collection team also indicated that children appeared to be less stressed or more relaxed

in the school setting than at home. This may indicate that children may fear or worry more

about being overheard at home, potentially due to perceived social consequences in the home or

community setting, including judgment, disbelief, gossip, or disruption of family relationships

(Nurjannah et al. 2024). Taken together, our analysis would support the hypothesis that, in

our context, the physical spaces used to administer the survey and, potentially, concerns that

family members might overhear or become aware of children’s experiences of violence, play a

greater role in explaining our results than other channels, such as the physical distance from

the perpetrator.

5 Characteristics of Misreporting

In this section, we explore the type of person who might be more likely to misreport their

experiences of violence. Following Cullen (2023) approach, we run the following specification

for each of our treatment arms separately:
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Yi = γ0 + γ1Xi + ϵi, (5.1)

where Yi refers to the violence outcome and Xi refers to a vector of individual, family, and

context-level characteristics that are likely to influence misreporting or that constitute violence

risk factors. We then compare the estimated coefficient across measurement methods. If the

coefficients are statistically significantly different, this would indicate that the characteristic is

sensitive to the measurement method, providing suggestive evidence of systematic misreport-

ing.13

5.1 Results

In Table 5, we show the relationship between child, family, and context-level characteristics and

the likelihood of emotional, physical and sexual violence by survey method. We focus on this

presentation of results rather than showing results for the four treatment arms, as we do not

observe significant differences by survey location (see Tables A.10 to A.15 in Appendix A).

The results suggest that the analysed characteristics are correlated with the likelihood of

emotional violence in similar ways across the survey modes, whereas we observe important

differences for physical and sexual violence.

Consistent with existing evidence (Scheithauer et al. 2006; López-Castro et al. 2023; Zhou

et al. 2023), children’s age is negatively correlated with the likelihood of physical violence,

suggesting that children aged 10 to 12 are less likely to experience physical violence relative to

children aged 8 and 9. We observe, however, that the ACASI and F2F estimated coefficients

are different. Specifically, when asked using F2F, older children appear to be more likely to

underreport their experience of physical violence, which can be interpreted as a sign of potential

systematic misreporting. This pattern is consistent with the idea that, as children grow older,

they internalize norms related to embarrassment and shame, making them less willing to disclose

such experiences in direct, face-to-face questioning. Interestingly, we do not observe similar age-

related differences across survey methods for emotional or sexual violence, suggesting that the

role of internalized norms on reporting and its consequences vary across forms of violence.

13This approach is similar to estimating equation 3.1 with interaction terms between the treatment variable
and the covariate of interest. Tables A.7, A.8, and A.9 report results using this approach, which yield similar
findings.
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We also find that the coefficient for gender between the ACASI and F2F arms is different.

Boys assigned to the ACASI treatment arms are more likely to report sexual violence than those

assigned to the F2F arms. This would suggest a higher likelihood of systematic misreporting

among boys, and shows that the higher privacy provided by ACASI is particularly relevant to

reduce misreporting for them. This would be consistent with evidence showing that boys are

less likely to speak about their experiences of violence relative to girls (Hohendorff et al. 2017;

Hietamäki et al. 2024). Notably, we observe method-related differences by gender only for

sexual violence. It is possible that the feelings of embarrassment, shame and disempowerment

for being a victim of sexual abuse, as well as fears of not being believed or taken seriously due

to harmful myths supporting that men are not sexually abused, or restrictive norms around

traditional masculinity, become more pronounced barriers to reporting sexual abuse relative to

emotional and physical abuse (Feder et al. 2010; Turchik and Edwards 2012).

The analysis in this section highlights that the data collection method matters to minimize

systematic misreporting. Failing to assess which method is most appropriate for each context

and population subgroups increases the likelihood of obtaining biased estimates when analysing

the impact of violence-related interventions.

6 Discussion and Robustness

The results indicate that survey mode matters, with higher disclosure of violence with ACASI

relative to F2F. Survey location also explains differences in reporting, particularly for sexual

violence. In this section, we further examine the reliability and robustness of these findings. We

do this by examining social desirability bias, enumerator effects, attention lapses, straightlining,

and question misunderstandings.

6.1 Social Desirability Bias

ACASI provides greater privacy, as children listen to a recording and select the image that best

represents their response. The enumerator remains nearby to address questions, but does not

directly ask the questions, adding an extra layer of confidentiality and likely reducing fears of

breaches of privacy. To further assess whether this additional privacy improves the accuracy of

reporting, we examine differences in social desirability bias (SDB) between ACASI and F2F.

SDB refers to the tendency to underreport stigmatized or socially undesirable behaviors
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and to overreport socially approved ones. When applied to violence, the stigma associated

with being a victim, along with social norms that encourage victim-blaming, can bias reporting

downward, especially among respondents prone to provide socially acceptable answers. We

measure this using the Children’s Social Desirability Short (CSD-S) scale, originally developed

by Crowne and Marlowe (1960) and adapted for children by Miller et al. (2016). The scale

includes 14 yes/no items, such as “Have you ever felt like saying unkind things to a person?”,

“Do you ever say anything that makes somebody else feel bad?”, and “Do you always listen to

your parents?”. We compute the total number of socially desirable responses and construct a

binary indicator equal to 1 if the score is above the median.

Table 6, Columns 1 and 2, shows a lower socially desirability bias among those who responded

to the survey using ACASI, providing supporting evidence that higher privacy reduces the

likelihood of providing socially desirable answers, and hence that systematic misreporting is

less likely in the ACASI arm.

6.2 Enumerator Effects

A related concern is whether results are driven by particular enumerators. If certain enumerators

systematically elicited more or fewer reports of violence, due to differences in rapport-building,

tone, or interviewing style, this could confound the comparison between ACASI and F2F. We

assess this by re-estimating our main specifications with enumerator fixed effects. The results

remain consistent across all outcomes (see Tables A.20 and A.21 in the Appendix), suggesting

that enumerator-level variation does not drive our findings.

6.3 Lack of Attention

To assess potential measurement error from fatigue or low motivation, we embedded two

attention-check questions in the survey: (i) “My teacher is older than me” (asked at the start),

and (ii) “Is 1+1=3?” (asked at the end). Each has a unique correct response and does not

capture cognitive ability, making them standard checks of attentiveness. Respondents fail the

attention check if they answer “totally disagree” or “disagree” to the first item, and “Yes” to

the second. In the control group, 9 percent of children failed at least one attention check ques-

tion. Table 6, Columns 3 and 4, shows that lapses in attention are 3 to 5 percentage points

more likely among respondents assigned to ACASI. This might be a concern, particularly if we

believe these are non-random errors.

24



We examine whether this affects our results in two ways. First, we compare children who

failed the attention checks to those who did not, and note that inattentive children are mainly

young boys with a lower wealth index. We remove these children from the sample and observe

that the results remain unchanged, suggesting that inattentive respondents do not drive our

findings (see Table A.17 in the Appendix). Second, we include the variable for failing the

attention checks as a covariate. While this constitutes a bad control, the fact that results remain

consistent provides suggestive evidence that failing the attention checks does not necessarily

imply that responses on violence are less reliable (see Table A.18 in Appendix A).

Table 6: Social Desirability Bias and Attention Checks

SDB Fail Attention Check

(1) (2) (3) (4)

ACASI Home -0.076∗∗∗ -0.076∗∗∗ 0.032∗∗∗ 0.032∗∗∗

(0.017) (0.017) (0.012) (0.012)

ACASI School -0.070∗∗∗ -0.070∗∗∗ 0.046∗∗∗ 0.047∗∗∗

(0.017) (0.017) (0.011) (0.011)

F2F School -0.006 -0.006 -0.007 -0.006
(0.016) (0.016) (0.013) (0.012)

Observations 5982 5982 5982 5982
Mean 0.352 0.092
Controls No Yes No Yes

Notes: The table presents estimated average marginal effects of
the treatment arms relative to the children allocated to the F2F
Home group. Columns (2) and (4) include all individual, family
and school pre-specified covariates. Robust standard errors are
shown in parentheses. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

6.4 Straightlining

Straightlining refers to a situation in which a respondent provides the same answer for a series

of questions that form part of the same grid or survey module. Evidence of straightlining raises

concerns about data quality. To assess this, we focus on six survey modules in which questions

share identical response options and are asked consecutively. For each module, we calculate

the variability of responses and create a dummy variable equal to one if the standard deviation

is equal to zero. We aggregate the dummy variables to calculate the number of modules with

suggestive evidence of straightlining and find that the median and mean of this variable are 1

and 1.6, respectively. Based on this, we construct a dummy variable that takes the value 1 if

straightlining occurs in at least one module and 0 otherwise. As shown in Table A.19, Column

1, the likelihood of straightlining is low and, if anything, negative relative to the control group.

Using the number of modules with evidence of straightlining as the outcome (Column 2), we
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find that it is slightly higher in the ACASI arm, although the magnitude of the coefficient is

small.

Our measure of straightlining is, however, imperfect. A key limitation is that we may

incorrectly assume that respondents should not legitimately give the same answer to all items.

This is particularly relevant in our context, as all but one of the modules asked about violence,

and providing the same response across items may still be valid. For example, in the sexual

violence module, we observe a higher number of students responding “no” to all items in the

F2F arm compared with the ACASI arm. Similarly, within the ACASI arm, more students

reported they experience bullying “lots of times” across all the items of the question relative to

the F2F arm. Both can be valid responses, and therefore our straightlining measure must be

interpreted with caution.

Importantly, neither our straightlining dummy nor the count of modules with evidence of

straightlining is significantly correlated with survey duration. The difference in survey duration

between respondents with and without straightlining is approximately three minutes in both

the ACASI and F2F arms. We therefore do not view straightlining as a substantive threat

to data quality in this study, as we would expect surveys to be completed faster if students

intentionally decided to give the same response within survey modules.

6.5 Potential Misunderstanding of Questions

Prevalence and nature. We piloted the survey with 100 children and organised two focus

groups—one with children aged 8 to 9 and one with children aged 10 to 12— to assess com-

prehension of key concepts and response options. These steps allowed us to make revisions

to the survey instrument before data collection. Nevertheless, some children may still have

misunderstood some questions during the survey.

Identifying which respondents misunderstood survey questions is inherently difficult. We

are able to examine this issue within the subsample of children referred for counselling, us-

ing anonymized counsellor reports indicating whether a case required additional follow-up and

whether the counsellor believed the child had misunderstood a survey question. Although this

subsample differs from the full sample on observable characteristics, it is a relevant subsample

to explore suggestive evidence on the prevalence and nature of misunderstandings (see Table

A.22).

All children were offered counselling at the end of the survey, and those requesting counselling
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met with one after the survey (see Figure A.4 in the Appendix). In addition, among those who

reported experiencing forced sex, even if the child declined counselling, our safeguarding protocol

required a counsellor to assess whether a referral to the appropriate authorities was necessary.

Consequently, all children who reported forced sex met with a counsellor.

Overall, 1,566 out of 5,982 surveyed children received counselling. Approximately 10 percent

of these cases involved a potential misunderstanding of at least one survey question. Most

misunderstandings concerned the forced-sex question.14 In most such cases, the child appeared

either to have interpreted forced touching as forced sex or to have misunderstood the question

more broadly, with the counsellor concluding that no form of sexual violence had occurred.

Distribution of misunderstandings by treatment arms and student characteristics.

A potential concern is that the higher disclosure observed under ACASI may reflect false pos-

itives arising from misunderstandings rather than genuine reductions in underreporting. We

assess this possibility in two steps. First, we examine whether children who misunderstood the

questions differ systematically from those who did not, using child and household characteris-

tics. We find that children who misunderstood questions do not differ significantly from those

who did not, with one exception: boys were more likely to misunderstand the questions (see

Table A.23).

Second, we investigate whether the likelihood of misunderstanding a question differs by

treatment assignment. Because the analysis relies on the selected counselling subsample, the

results should be interpreted as descriptive rather than causal. We find that assignment to the

ACASI arm is associated with an approximately 6 percentage point increase in the likelihood

of misunderstanding a question (Table A.25, Column 1). Although children in the ACASI

arm were able to seek clarification from enumerators if they had questions or doubts about a

question, misunderstandings may have been easier to identify and resolve directly during F2F

interviews.

We explore whether this difference could reflect compositional differences across treatment

arms within the counselling subsample and find this is not the case. Although the counselling

subsample is non-randomly selected, it remains balanced across treatment arms on individual

and household characteristics (see Table A.24). We then assess whether misunderstandings

are concentrated among particular observable subgroups by estimating regressions that interact

14For all cases reporting forced sex in the full sample, and for 65 percent of cases reporting other forms of
sexual violence, we were able to assess whether the child had misunderstood the question.
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ACASI assignment with key respondent characteristics, including sex, age, caregiver education,

and household wealth. None of the interaction terms is statistically significant (Table A.25,

Columns 2–6). This provides suggestive evidence that the higher rate of misunderstandings

observed under ACASI is unlikely to be driven by systematic differences across observable

characteristics. However, these results should be interpreted cautiously. In the interacted

specifications, the coefficient on ACASI represents the effect for the omitted or reference group

rather than the overall average effect, and it becomes imprecisely estimated. Moreover, the

small and selected nature of the counselling subsample limits statistical power, so the results

from this analysis should not be over-interpreted.

Most importantly, our main results remain largely unchanged after accounting for potential

misunderstandings (Table 7)15. Specifically, the results remain unchanged when comparing the

control group to F2F at school, and the estimated ACASI coefficients decline by approximately

2 percentage points after adjusting for potential misunderstandings. The main overall finding

remains the same: disclosure of sexual violence under ACASI is 78 to 100 percent higher than

under F2F, even after accounting for potential misunderstandings. These findings suggest that,

while misunderstandings may contribute some false positives, they are unlikely to explain the

higher disclosure observed under ACASI.

15Analysis of the correlates of misreporting also holds when adjusting for potential misunderstandings; see
Table A.26
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Table 7: Sexual Violence Adjusted

All Staff Peer

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Adjusted Adjusted Adjusted

ACASI Home 0.128∗∗∗ 0.102∗∗∗ 0.151∗∗∗ 0.122∗∗∗ 0.076∗∗∗ 0.054∗∗∗

(0.016) (0.016) (0.015) (0.014) (0.015) (0.014)

ACASI School 0.167∗∗∗ 0.138∗∗∗ 0.173∗∗∗ 0.139∗∗∗ 0.101∗∗∗ 0.085∗∗∗

(0.016) (0.015) (0.015) (0.013) (0.015) (0.014)

F2F School 0.078∗∗∗ 0.071∗∗∗ 0.043∗∗∗ 0.034∗∗ 0.067∗∗∗ 0.061∗∗∗

(0.017) (0.016) (0.017) (0.015) (0.015) (0.014)

Observations 5942 5942 5925 5925 5922 5922
Mean 0.141 0.130 0.038 0.036 0.124 0.114
Pvalue: diff AH&AS 0.006 0.008 0.019 0.056 0.063 0.015
Pvalue: diff AS&FS 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.010 0.058
Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Notes: The table presents estimated average marginal effects of the treatment arms relative
to the children allocated to the F2F Home group.“Pvalue: diff AH&AS” refers to differences
between the ACASI group that responded to the survey at school or home. “Pvalue: diff
AS&FS” refers to differences between those who responded to the survey in school, using
F2F or ACASI. All columns include all individual, family and school pre-specified covariates.
Columns (2), (4) and (6) include an outcome variable that accounts for any cases where the
question on sexual abuse was misunderstood. Robust standard errors are shown in parenthe-
ses. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

6.6 Summary

In the section above, we explored the reliability and robustness of our results and examined

potential challenges related to both over- and underreporting. In the absence of an external

ground truth, it is difficult to determine whether differences in disclosure reflect reductions in

underreporting or increases in overreporting. Although both sources of measurement error are

possible, research on violence suggests that higher disclosure is more likely to reflect the truth

than false positives, as the main risk is generally underreporting (Tourangeau and Yan 2007;

Peterman et al. 2025). This is especially likely to be the case in surveys with young children,

for whom reporting errors are more likely to arise from misunderstandings than incentives to

over-report. Our robustness analysis provides reassurance on this point.

Taken together, the findings suggest that ACASI reduces underreporting relative to F2F

interviewing, consistent with evidence that ACASI elicits fewer socially desirable responses,

which are more likely to generate systematic measurement error. At the same time, we find

some evidence of measurement error in ACASI, including higher rates of attention lapses and

question misunderstandings. However, these errors appear more likely to reflect random rather

than systematic measurement error, and our estimates remain similar after accounting for them.

Overall, this suggests that the higher disclosure observed under ACASI is unlikely to be driven
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primarily by false positives.

7 Cost-Effectiveness

We combine data on estimated treatment effects and program costs to assess the cost-effectiveness

of each data collection method. In the measurement context, effectiveness is defined as the abil-

ity of a method to provide reliable measures of violence, that is, with the lowest measurement

error. We interpret this as the method yielding the highest disclosure of violence relative to

the control group, assuming that high disclosure reflects accurate reporting and reductions in

misreporting, mainly stemming from underreporting. This aligns with research on sensitive

topics, which suggests that respondents generally underreport socially undesirable situations

and behaviors (such as violence) and overreport socially desirable ones (such as seat belt use)

(Tourangeau and Yan 2007).

To operationalize cost-effectiveness, we focus on one outcome—sexual violence—given its

sensitivity and policy relevance. The cost structure varies across treatment arms. Relative to

F2F surveys, the main additional costs of ACASI arise from software for recording the audio

files, the salaries of staff responsible for recording and editing, and the purchase of equipment

such as headphones. By contrast, location affects costs in the opposite direction: school-based

implementation reduces transport costs, since all children are surveyed in the same place. Our

cost data indicate that ACASI was USD 1 more expensive per child than F2F interviews, while

school-based surveys were USD 3.99 cheaper per child than home-based surveys.

Using these data, we compute the cost-effectiveness ratio by dividing the treatment effect

by the costs of each arm. The results show that increasing the probability of reporting sexual

violence by one percentage point costs USD 3.67 when collecting data using ACASI at school,

USD 5.10 with ACASI at home, and USD 7.69 with F2F at school. These findings suggest that

ACASI is not only effective in eliciting disclosure of violence but also cost-effective16.

8 Conclusion

Reducing misreporting of sensitive issues is crucial for generating reliable statistics and improv-

ing our understanding of what works to prevent violence against children. Existing evidence on

16The estimates would remain similar if we use the measure of sexual violence adjusted for potential misun-
derstandings. See Appendix C, Table A.31
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tools that mitigate misreporting has largely focused on adults, so little is known regarding how

these approaches perform among younger populations. We address this gap by implementing a

large survey experiment with around 6,000 children aged 8 to 12 in Malawi.

Our findings demonstrate that survey mode and location affect the disclosure of violence

against children, with lack of privacy being a key driver of misreporting. ACASI significantly

increases disclosure of physical, emotional, and sexual violence relative to F2F interviews, with

the largest differences observed for sexual violence. School-based administration further en-

hances reporting of sexual violence, with quantitative and qualitative evidence suggesting that

the physical spaces used to administer the survey, as well as concerns about family members

overhearing or becoming aware of children’s experiences of violence, partly explain this finding.

Our robustness analysis shows that ACASI leads to lower socially desirable responses, and that

despite a higher likelihood of misunderstanding certain questions or failing attention checks in

ACASI, results are not driven by these issues. We also find that, despite slightly higher per-child

costs, ACASI is cost-effective relative to F2F surveys.

These findings have implications for researchers and policymakers collecting data on school-

related violence. They provide evidence on survey methods that can be used to collect informa-

tion on sensitive topics from children aged 8 to 12. More broadly, they highlight the importance

of carefully assessing how violence data are collected in large-scale national and international

surveys, as well as in research studies. We cannot directly extrapolate our results to assess the

magnitude of potential misreporting in other surveys. Yet, if our results did extend to older

populations, this would suggest that existing surveys that rely on face-to-face interviewing may

be underestimating the prevalence of violence. As an illustrative example, we apply our esti-

mated misreporting rates to data from the VACS in Malawi, administered through face-to-face

interviews among children aged 13 to 17. We focus on two measures: (i) forced or pressured

sex, and (ii) forced, pressured, or attempted sex perpetrated by peers or teachers. This exer-

cise implies that estimated prevalence could be between 2 and 7 times higher than reported,

depending on the outcome definition17. This result should be read as suggestive only, given dif-

ferences in age composition and question framing. Nevertheless, it illustrates the importance of

further examining which survey methods most effectively enhance privacy and reduce potential

misreporting across different contexts and age groups.

Our results alone are insufficient to establish ACASI as a gold standard for measuring

17See Appendix D for more information on our assumptions.
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violence against young children. Rather, they show that—relative to face-to-face interview-

ing—ACASI helps reduce misreporting. Future research in other contexts, comparing ACASI

with alternative survey methods, as well as exploring the role of survey location in violence

disclosure using both quantitative and qualitative approaches, would be valuable for validating

and extending our findings.
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Hietamäki, J., M. Husso, T. Arponen, and H.-M. Lahtinen (2024). Differences Between Girls

and Boys in the Disclosure of Sexual Violence. Journal of Interpersonal Violence 39 (11-

12), 2629–2654.

Hillis, S., J. Mercy, A. Amobi, and H. Kress (2016). Global Prevalence of Past-year Violence

Against Children: A Systematic Review and Minimum Estimates. Pediatrics 137 (3).

Publisher: American Academy of Pediatrics.

Hohendorff, J. V., L. F. Habigzang, and S. H. Koller (2017). “A boy, being a victim, nobody

really buys that, you know?”: Dynamics of sexual violence against boys. Child Abuse &

Neglect 70, 53–64.

Joseph, G., S. U. Javaid, L. A. Andres, J. Solotaroff, and S. I. Rajan (2017). Underreporting of

33



gender-based violence in Kerala, India : an application of the list randomization method.

World Bank Group WPS8044.

Kramon, E. and K. Weghorst (2019). (mis) measuring sensitive attitudes with the list exper-

iment: Solutions to list experiment breakdown in Kenya. Public Opinion Quarterly 83.

Lokot, M., A. Bhatia, L. Kenny, and B. Cislaghi (2020). Corporal punishment, discipline and

social norms: A systematic review in low- and middle-income countries. Aggression and

Violent Behavior 55, 101507.
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A Table and Figures

Figure A.1: International Surveys with Questions on School-related Violence

Figure A.2: Primary Outcomes: Survey Questions
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Figure A.3: ACASI

Table A.1: District characteristics

All District without YONECO District with YONECO P-value

Population in thousands 548.87 484.36 578.19 0.443
(348.46) (290.36) (374.48)

Log district population 6.04 5.81 6.15 0.416
(0.90) (1.23) (0.71)

Proportion of rural population 0.94 0.92 0.95 0.144
(0.05) (0.05) (0.04)

Primary: Enrolled students [in thousands] 165.58 145.13 174.87 0.403
(102.82) (82.81) (111.25)

Proportion of pop that is illiterate 0.29 0.28 0.30 0.657
(0.11) (0.09) (0.11)

Proportion of pop that never attended school 0.17 0.16 0.18 0.556
(0.09) (0.07) (0.09)

Proportion of unemployed pop 0.19 0.21 0.18 0.218
(0.05) (0.06) (0.04)

Children deprivation rate 0.58 0.57 0.58 0.851
(0.18) (0.19) (0.18)

Children monetary poverty rate 0.57 0.53 0.59 0.445
(0.20) (0.18) (0.20)

Health deprivation rate 0.04 0.05 0.04 0.189
(0.02) (0.03) (0.02)

Nutrition deprivation rate 0.31 0.28 0.32 0.288
(0.11) (0.10) (0.11)

Education deprivation rate 0.37 0.38 0.36 0.624
(0.06) (0.07) (0.06)

Water deprivation rate 0.14 0.17 0.12 0.123
(0.07) (0.10) (0.05)

Sanitation rate rate 0.28 0.24 0.30 0.048
(0.09) (0.07) (0.10)

Housing deprivation rate 0.50 0.51 0.50 0.963
(0.19) (0.22) (0.18)

Notes: The table presents means and standard deviations (in parentheses) between districts with and without YONECO presence.
The last column shows the p-values from comparing the mean differences between the two groups of districts.
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Table A.2: Sample characteristics

(1) (2) (3) (4)
(2)-(1) (3)-(1) (4)-(1) (2)-(3) (4)-(2) (4)-(3)

F2F Home F2F School ACASI Home ACASI School

Male Student 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.869 0.942 0.956 0.913 0.927 0.985
(0.50) (0.50) (0.50) (0.50)

Studeng age 9.77 9.81 9.77 9.77 0.978 0.979 0.382 0.396 0.957 0.369
(1.41) (1.41) (1.40) (1.40)

Old cohort [10 to 12] 0.51 0.52 0.51 0.51 0.987 0.826 0.812 0.825 0.814 0.648
(0.50) (0.50) (0.50) (0.50)

Caregiver: complete secondary education or more 0.14 0.14 0.13 0.14 0.301 0.518 0.394 0.856 0.700 0.838
(0.34) (0.35) (0.33) (0.35)

Wealth Index 0.39 0.40 0.39 0.40 0.161 0.788 0.254 0.788 0.095 0.158
(0.20) (0.20) (0.20) (0.20)

School size 7.10 7.10 7.11 7.10 0.874 0.741 0.920 0.954 0.864 0.818
(0.69) (0.69) (0.69) (0.69)

Notes: The table presents means and standard deviations (in parentheses) by treatment group. In the last six columns, we present the p-values from comparing the
mean differences between the different treatment arms.

Table A.3: Differential Attrition

(1)

ACASI Home -0.001
(0.002)

ACASI School -0.001
(0.002)

F2F School -0.005
(0.003)

Observations 6009

Notes: Regression coefficients show es-
timated average marginal effects. Ro-
bust standard errors are in parentheses.
The dependent variable is a dummy
variable that is equal to one if the re-
spondent could not be surveyed. Sta-
tistical significance is indicated by *
p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

Table A.5: Sexual Violence: Contact

All Staff Peer

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
Lower Bound Upper Bound Lower Bound Upper Bound Lower Bound Upper Bound

ACASI Home 0.092∗∗∗ 0.088∗∗∗ 0.109∗∗∗ 0.087∗∗∗ 0.075∗∗∗ 0.122∗∗∗ 0.061∗∗∗ 0.057∗∗∗ 0.085∗∗∗

(0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.013) (0.011) (0.015) (0.013) (0.012) (0.013)

ACASI School 0.110∗∗∗ 0.104∗∗∗ 0.132∗∗∗ 0.100∗∗∗ 0.087∗∗∗ 0.139∗∗∗ 0.073∗∗∗ 0.068∗∗∗ 0.102∗∗∗

(0.013) (0.013) (0.014) (0.013) (0.011) (0.015) (0.012) (0.012) (0.013)

F2F School 0.065∗∗∗ 0.063∗∗∗ 0.070∗∗∗ 0.024∗ 0.013 0.033∗∗ 0.058∗∗∗ 0.056∗∗∗ 0.066∗∗∗

(0.014) (0.014) (0.015) (0.014) (0.013) (0.017) (0.012) (0.012) (0.014)

Observations 5918 5982 5982 5895 5982 5982 5901 5982 5982
Mean 0.071 0.072 0.071 0.012 0.015 0.012 0.063 0.064 0.063
Pvalue: diff AH&AS 0.114 0.144 0.043 0.047 0.056 0.016 0.240 0.277 0.113
Pvalue: diff AS&FS 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.152 0.252 0.001
Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Notes: The table presents estimated average marginal effects of the treatment arms relative to the children allocated to the F2F Home group.“Pvalue: diff AH&AS” refers to
differences between the ACASI group that responded to the survey at school or home. “Pvalue: diff AS&FS” refers to differences between those who responded to the survey
in school, using F2F or ACASI. Columns (1), (4), and (7) include all individual, family and school pre-specified covariates. Columns (2), (3), (5), (6), (8) and (9) show the
Manski–Horowitz lower and upper bounds used to adjust for “don’t know” and “decline” responses. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses.
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Table A.6: Sexual Violence: No Contact

All Staff Peer

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
Lower Bound Upper Bound Lower Bound Upper Bound Lower Bound Upper Bound

ACASI Home 0.108∗∗∗ 0.105∗∗∗ 0.118∗∗∗ 0.126∗∗∗ 0.120∗∗∗ 0.148∗∗∗ 0.053∗∗∗ 0.050∗∗∗ 0.071∗∗∗

(0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.014) (0.014) (0.015) (0.014) (0.013) (0.014)

ACASI School 0.147∗∗∗ 0.143∗∗∗ 0.160∗∗∗ 0.146∗∗∗ 0.139∗∗∗ 0.169∗∗∗ 0.084∗∗∗ 0.080∗∗∗ 0.106∗∗∗

(0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.014) (0.013) (0.015) (0.013) (0.013) (0.014)

F2F School 0.060∗∗∗ 0.060∗∗∗ 0.061∗∗∗ 0.034∗∗ 0.031∗∗ 0.038∗∗ 0.048∗∗∗ 0.047∗∗∗ 0.053∗∗∗

(0.016) (0.016) (0.016) (0.016) (0.015) (0.017) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014)

Observations 5938 5982 5982 5917 5982 5982 5913 5982 5982
Mean 0.113 0.113 0.113 0.033 0.034 0.033 0.096 0.096 0.096
Pvalue: diff AH&AS 0.002 0.003 0.001 0.022 0.026 0.015 0.009 0.012 0.003
Pvalue: diff AS&FS 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.003 0.007 0.000
Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Notes: The table presents estimated average marginal effects of the treatment arms relative to the children allocated to the F2F Home group.“Pvalue: diff
AH&AS” refers to differences between the ACASI group that responded to the survey at school or home. “Pvalue: diff AS&FS” refers to differences between
those who responded to the survey in school, using F2F or ACASI. Columns (1), (4), and (7) include all individual, family and school pre-specified covariates.
Columns (2), (3), (5), (6), (8) and (9) show the Manski–Horowitz lower and upper bounds used to adjust for “don’t know” and “decline” responses. Robust
standard errors are shown in parentheses.
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

Table A.7: Emotional Violence: Heterogeneity Analysis

Individual Characteristics Family Characteristics Context-Level Characteristics

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
Male student Old cohort Wealth Carer: secondary or more Christian Family School Size High Density City

ACASI*Male Student -0.014
(0.024)

ACASI*Old Cohort 0.005
(0.024)

ACASI*Wealth Index 0.092
(0.060)

ACASI*Carer has secondary education or more 0.033
(0.035)

ACASI*Christian Family 0.027
(0.031)

ACASI*(Log) School Size 0.028
(0.017)

ACASI*High Density City 0.039
(0.025)

Observations 5813 5813 5813 5813 5813 5813 5813

Notes: The table shows the estimated coefficients for the interaction terms between the ACASI treatment arm and individual, family, and context-level characteristics. The
coefficients are estimated using equation 3.1, which includes interaction terms between the treatment variable and the covariates of interest, using Ordinary Least Squares.
Robust standard errors are reported in parentheses. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

Table A.8: Physical Violence: Heterogeneity Analysis

Individual Characteristics Family Characteristics Context-Level Characteristics

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
Male student Old cohort Wealth Carer: secondary or more Christian Family School Size High Density City

ACASI*Male Student 0.013
(0.024)

ACASI*Old Cohort 0.048∗∗

(0.024)

ACASI*Wealth Index -0.051
(0.061)

ACASI*Carer has secondary education or more 0.067∗

(0.036)

ACASI*Christian Family 0.031
(0.032)

ACASI*(Log) School Size -0.011
(0.018)

ACASI*High Density City -0.013
(0.025)

Observations 5828 5828 5828 5828 5828 5828 5828

Notes: The table shows the estimated coefficients for the interaction terms between the ACASI treatment arm and individual, family, and context-level characteristics. The
coefficients are estimated using equation 3.1, which includes interaction terms between the treatment variable and the covariates of interest, using Ordinary Least Squares.
Robust standard errors are reported in parentheses. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Table A.9: Sexual Violence: Heterogeneity Analysis

Individual Characteristics Family Characteristics Context-Level Characteristics

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
Male student Old cohort Wealth Carer: secondary or more Christian Family School Size High Density City

ACASI*Male Student 0.074∗∗∗

(0.021)

ACASI*Old Cohort 0.000
(0.021)

ACASI*Wealth Index 0.099∗

(0.053)

ACASI*Carer has secondary education or more 0.053∗

(0.030)

ACASI*Christian Family 0.014
(0.026)

ACASI*(Log) School Size 0.005
(0.015)

ACASI*High Density City -0.002
(0.022)

Observations 5942 5942 5942 5942 5942 5942 5942

Notes: The table shows the estimated coefficients for the interaction terms between the ACASI treatment arm and individual, family, and context-level characteristics. The
coefficients are estimated using equation 3.1, which includes interaction terms between the treatment variable and the covariates of interest, using Ordinary Least Squares.
Robust standard errors are reported in parentheses. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

Table A.10: Correlates of Misreporting: Emotional Bullying by Peers

Emotional Bullying Method differences:p-values from tests of differences

F2F HOME ACASI HOME F2F SCHOOL ACASI SCHOOL
(1) (2) (3) (4) (1) - (2) (1) - (3) (1) - (4) (2) - (3) (2) - (4) (3) - (4)

Individual Characteristics
Male student 0.056** 0.014 0.013 0.052** 0.237 0.227 0.917 0.978 0.276 0.264

(0.025) (0.025) (0.025) (0.025)

Old cohort [10 to 12] -0.021 -0.009 -0.069*** -0.013 0.748 0.168 0.821 0.085 0.923 0.104
(0.025) (0.025) (0.025) (0.025)

Family Characteristics
Wealth Index -0.084 -0.033 -0.081 0.013 0.616 0.980 0.330 0.631 0.638 0.340

(0.071) (0.071) (0.070) (0.070)

Caregiver: complete secondary or more 0.002 0.071* -0.011 -0.010 0.222 0.818 0.839 0.133 0.138 0.977
(0.041) (0.039) (0.039) (0.038)

Main practised religion: Christian 0.002 0.071* -0.011 -0.010 0.674 0.894 0.184 0.776 0.359 0.236
(0.041) (0.039) (0.039) (0.038)

Context-level: Characteristics
High Density School 0.012 0.002 0.012 0.031 0.735 0.978 0.487 0.710 0.294 0.497

(0.020) (0.019) (0.019) (0.019)

High Density City -0.044 -0.002 -0.053* -0.015 0.286 0.818 0.457 0.190 0.747 0.325
(0.028) (0.027) (0.028) (0.027)

Notes: Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses. The last six columns show the two-sided p-value test difference between the treatment arms. p-values below 0.10 indicate
that the characteristic is sensitive to the measurement method, providing suggestive evidence of systematic misreporting. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Table A.11: Correlates of Misreporting: Emotional Violence by the School Staff

Emotional Violence Method differences:p-values from tests of differences

F2F HOME ACASI HOME F2F SCHOOL ACASI SCHOOL
(1) (2) (3) (4) (1) - (2) (1) - (3) (1) - (4) (2) - (3) (2) - (4) (3) - (4)

Individual Characteristics
Male student 0.079*** 0.044* 0.070*** 0.074*** 0.299 0.771 0.885 0.446 0.410 0.903

(0.022) (0.026) (0.022) (0.026)

Old cohort [10 to 12] 0.013 -0.029 0.004 -0.002 0.220 0.773 0.669 0.343 0.462 0.872
(0.022) (0.026) (0.023) (0.026)

Family Characteristics
Wealth Index -0.037 -0.059 -0.071 -0.152** 0.815 0.702 0.228 0.907 0.371 0.400

(0.061) (0.073) (0.063) (0.073)

Caregiver: complete secondary or more -0.019 -0.011 -0.003 -0.003 0.884 0.744 0.756 0.882 0.880 0.989
(0.035) (0.041) (0.034) (0.041)

Main practised religion: Christian 0.023 0.025 0.031 0.054 0.979 0.868 0.500 0.901 0.554 0.615
(0.029) (0.036) (0.032) (0.035)

Context-level: Characteristics
High Density School -0.026 0.050** -0.003 0.006 0.003 0.330 0.216 0.040 0.114 0.727

(0.017) (0.020) (0.017) (0.020)

High Density City -0.004 0.027 -0.042 0.025 0.414 0.289 0.452 0.076 0.950 0.086
(0.025) (0.029) (0.026) (0.029)

Notes: Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses. The last six columns show the two-sided p-value test difference between the treatment arms. p-values below 0.10 indicate
that the characteristic is sensitive to the measurement method, providing suggestive evidence of systematic misreporting. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

Table A.12: Correlates of Misreporting: Physical Bullying by Peers

Physical Bullying Method differences:p-values from tests of differences

F2F HOME ACASI HOME F2F SCHOOL ACASI SCHOOL
(1) (2) (3) (4) (1) - (2) (1) - (3) (1) - (4) (2) - (3) (2) - (4) (3) - (4)

Individual Characteristics
Male student 0.049* 0.035 0.036 0.012 0.713 0.731 0.321 0.980 0.533 0.516

(0.026) (0.026) (0.026) (0.026)

Old cohort [10 to 12] -0.088*** -0.055** -0.079*** -0.055** 0.357 0.791 0.358 0.510 0.999 0.512
(0.026) (0.026) (0.026) (0.026)

Family Characteristics
Wealth Index 0.022 -0.063 -0.181** -0.012 0.403 0.045 0.736 0.250 0.623 0.101

(0.071) (0.073) (0.073) (0.073)

Caregiver: complete secondary or more -0.071* 0.032 0.016 0.053 0.074 0.126 0.031 0.774 0.728 0.520
(0.041) (0.041) (0.040) (0.041)

Main practised religion: Christian -0.013 0.100*** 0.050 0.037 0.024 0.209 0.315 0.326 0.213 0.798
(0.035) (0.036) (0.036) (0.036)

Context-level: Characteristics
High Density School -0.009 0.024 0.007 -0.019 0.231 0.553 0.745 0.541 0.130 0.359

(0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.020)

High Density City 0.007 -0.004 -0.027 -0.021 0.790 0.414 0.492 0.583 0.675 0.897
(0.029) (0.029) (0.029) (0.029)

Notes: Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses. The last six columns show the two-sided p-value test difference between the treatment arms. p-values below 0.10 indicate
that the characteristic is sensitive to the measurement method, providing suggestive evidence of systematic misreporting. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Table A.13: Correlates of Misreporting: Corporal Punishment by the School Staff

Corporal Punishment Method differences:p-values from tests of differences

F2F HOME ACASI HOME F2F SCHOOL ACASI SCHOOL
(1) (2) (3) (4) (1) - (2) (1) - (3) (1) - (4) (2) - (3) (2) - (4) (3) - (4)

Individual Characteristics
Male student 0.052** 0.010 -0.002 0.082*** 0.244 0.137 0.420 0.750 0.050 0.022

(0.026) (0.026) (0.026) (0.026)

Old cohort [10 to 12] -0.010 0.013 0.005 0.021 0.528 0.681 0.391 0.825 0.822 0.655
(0.026) (0.026) (0.026) (0.026)

Family Characteristics
Wealth Index 0.082 -0.066 0.103 -0.085 0.149 0.841 0.103 0.102 0.852 0.068

(0.072) (0.073) (0.072) (0.073)

Caregiver: complete secondary or more -0.135*** 0.025 0.008 0.013 0.006 0.013 0.011 0.763 0.830 0.930
(0.041) (0.042) (0.040) (0.041)

Main practised religion: Christian 0.020 0.075** 0.080** 0.020 0.280 0.241 0.997 0.923 0.283 0.244
(0.035) (0.036) (0.036) (0.036)

Context-level: Characteristics
High Density School -0.046** -0.017 -0.021 -0.051** 0.298 0.377 0.859 0.872 0.224 0.289

(0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.020)

High Density City -0.017 -0.051* -0.072** -0.024 0.413 0.180 0.865 0.596 0.516 0.241
(0.029) (0.029) (0.029) (0.029)

Notes: Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses. The last six columns show the two-sided p-value test difference between the treatment arms. p-values below 0.10 indicate
that the characteristic is sensitive to the measurement method, providing suggestive evidence of systematic misreporting. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

Table A.14: Correlates of Misreporting: Sexual Violence by Peers

Sexual Violence by Peers Method differences:p-values from tests of differences

F2F HOME ACASI HOME F2F SCHOOL ACASI SCHOOL
(1) (2) (3) (4) (1) - (2) (1) - (3) (1) - (4) (2) - (3) (2) - (4) (3) - (4)

Individual Characteristics
Male student 0.021 0.077*** 0.011 0.047** 0.034 0.729 0.345 0.022 0.307 0.233

(0.017) (0.020) (0.020) (0.022)

Old cohort [10 to 12] 0.039** 0.053*** 0.073*** 0.057*** 0.581 0.186 0.497 0.485 0.894 0.586
(0.017) (0.020) (0.020) (0.022)

Family Characteristics
Wealth Index -0.083* 0.137** 0.046 0.025 0.003 0.076 0.158 0.269 0.189 0.802

(0.044) (0.059) (0.058) (0.062)

Caregiver: complete secondary or more -0.031 -0.054* -0.029 0.023 0.571 0.941 0.195 0.566 0.104 0.265
(0.024) (0.032) (0.031) (0.035)

Main practised religion: Christian -0.031 -0.054* -0.029 0.023 0.933 0.393 0.812 0.395 0.889 0.326
(0.024) (0.032) (0.031) (0.035)

Context-level: Characteristics
High Density School -0.016 0.008 0.003 -0.017 0.237 0.320 0.963 0.811 0.273 0.360

(0.012) (0.017) (0.015) (0.016)

High Density City 0.036* 0.012 0.028 0.030 0.424 0.791 0.842 0.619 0.584 0.954
(0.020) (0.023) (0.023) (0.023)

Notes: Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses. The last six columns show the two-sided p-value test difference between the treatment arms. p-values below 0.10 indicate
that the characteristic is sensitive to the measurement method, providing suggestive evidence of systematic misreporting. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Table A.15: Correlates of Misreporting: Sexual Violence by the School Staff

Sexual Violence by School Staff Method differences:p-values from tests of differences

F2F HOME ACASI HOME F2F SCHOOL ACASI SCHOOL
(1) (2) (3) (4) (1) - (2) (1) - (3) (1) - (4) (2) - (3) (2) - (4) (3) - (4)

Individual Characteristics
Male student 0.008 0.059*** 0.029** 0.083*** 0.018 0.188 0.001 0.180 0.383 0.021

(0.010) (0.019) (0.012) (0.021)

Old cohort [10 to 12] 0.014 0.004 0.013 0.036* 0.646 0.977 0.331 0.678 0.255 0.344
(0.010) (0.019) (0.012) (0.021)

Family Characteristics
Wealth Index -0.020 0.050 -0.009 -0.054 0.220 0.767 0.594 0.337 0.187 0.497

(0.024) (0.052) (0.032) (0.059)

Caregiver: complete secondary or more -0.004 -0.031 -0.018 0.003 0.421 0.512 0.845 0.715 0.445 0.560
(0.014) (0.030) (0.017) (0.032)

Main practised religion: Christian 0.009 -0.031 0.016 -0.003 0.186 0.736 0.695 0.143 0.466 0.555
(0.013) (0.027) (0.017) (0.027)

Context-level: Characteristics
High Density School 0.002 -0.011 -0.004 -0.004 0.422 0.607 0.712 0.684 0.744 0.992

(0.007) (0.015) (0.010) (0.016)

High Density City -0.002 0.038* -0.003 0.028 0.105 0.956 0.236 0.120 0.757 0.251
(0.012) (0.022) (0.015) (0.023)

Notes: Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses. The last six columns show the two-sided p-value test difference between the treatment arms. p-values below 0.10 indicate
that the characteristic is sensitive to the measurement method, providing suggestive evidence of systematic misreporting. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

Figure A.4: Safeguarding protocol
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Table A.16: Mean Differences by Attention Check Outcome

All Failed attention check Didn’t fail attention check P-value

Male Student 0.50 0.56 0.49 0.002
(0.50) (0.50) (0.50)

Age 9.78 9.44 9.82 0.000
(1.41) (1.30) (1.41)

Old Cohort 0.51 0.43 0.53 0.000
(0.50) (0.49) (0.50)

Caregiver has secondary education 0.14 0.10 0.14 0.000
(0.34) (0.29) (0.35)

Wealth Index 0.40 0.37 0.40 0.000
(0.20) (0.19) (0.20)

Notes: The table presents means and standard deviations (in parentheses) by those that failed and did not failed the attention check
questions. The last column shows the two-sided p-values test difference between those that failed and did not failed the attention
check questions. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

Table A.17: Dropping Observations that Failed Attention Checks

Physical Bullying Emotional Bullying Emotional Violence Staff Corporal P. Staff Sexual V Staff Sexual V Peer

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

ACASI Home 0.095∗∗∗ 0.087∗∗∗ 0.059∗∗∗ 0.058∗∗∗ 0.206∗∗∗ 0.208∗∗∗ 0.088∗∗∗ 0.078∗∗∗ 0.151∗∗∗ 0.142∗∗∗ 0.076∗∗∗ 0.081∗∗∗

(0.018) (0.019) (0.017) (0.018) (0.017) (0.017) (0.018) (0.019) (0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.016)

ACASI School 0.085∗∗∗ 0.088∗∗∗ 0.065∗∗∗ 0.064∗∗∗ 0.208∗∗∗ 0.205∗∗∗ 0.093∗∗∗ 0.090∗∗∗ 0.173∗∗∗ 0.159∗∗∗ 0.101∗∗∗ 0.090∗∗∗

(0.018) (0.019) (0.017) (0.019) (0.017) (0.017) (0.018) (0.019) (0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.016)

F2F School 0.048∗∗∗ 0.054∗∗∗ 0.038∗∗ 0.041∗∗ 0.023 0.024 -0.008 -0.009 0.044∗∗∗ 0.040∗∗ 0.067∗∗∗ 0.070∗∗∗

(0.018) (0.019) (0.017) (0.018) (0.018) (0.019) (0.018) (0.019) (0.017) (0.017) (0.015) (0.016)

Observations 5896 5249 5888 5243 5873 5236 5876 5237 5925 5273 5922 5272
Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Notes: The table presents estimated average marginal effects of the treatment arms relative to the children allocated to the F2F Home group. Columns (2),
(4), (6), (8), (10) and (12) drop all observations that failed the attention checks. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05,
*** p < 0.01.

Table A.18: Controlling for Attention Check Failure

Physical Bullying Emotional Bullying Emotional Violence Staff Corporal P. Staff Sexual V Staff Sexual V Peer

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

ACASI Home 0.095∗∗∗ 0.092∗∗∗ 0.059∗∗∗ 0.057∗∗∗ 0.206∗∗∗ 0.204∗∗∗ 0.088∗∗∗ 0.087∗∗∗ 0.151∗∗∗ 0.150∗∗∗ 0.076∗∗∗ 0.076∗∗∗

(0.016) (0.016) (0.018) (0.018) (0.016) (0.016) (0.019) (0.019) (0.015) (0.015) (0.014) (0.014)

ACASI School 0.085∗∗∗ 0.081∗∗∗ 0.065∗∗∗ 0.062∗∗∗ 0.208∗∗∗ 0.204∗∗∗ 0.093∗∗∗ 0.091∗∗∗ 0.173∗∗∗ 0.170∗∗∗ 0.101∗∗∗ 0.100∗∗∗

(0.018) (0.018) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.018) (0.018) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014)

F2F School 0.048∗∗∗ 0.049∗∗∗ 0.038∗∗ 0.038∗∗ 0.023 0.024 -0.008 -0.008 0.044∗∗∗ 0.044∗∗∗ 0.067∗∗∗ 0.067∗∗∗

(0.017) (0.017) (0.016) (0.016) (0.017) (0.017) (0.019) (0.019) (0.016) (0.016) (0.014) (0.014)

Observations 5896 5896 5888 5888 5873 5873 5876 5876 5925 5925 5922 5922
Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Control for Attention Check Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Notes: The table presents estimated average marginal effects of the treatment arms relative to the children allocated to the F2F Home group. Columns (2), (4), (6), (8),
(10) and (12) control for a dummy variable that takes the value of one if the individual failed the attention checks. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses. *
p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Table A.19: Evidence of Straightlining

Dummy Raw Total

(1) (2)

ACASI Home -0.022∗ 0.243∗∗∗

(0.013) (0.039)

ACASI School -0.014 0.251∗∗∗

(0.013) (0.038)

F2F School -0.046∗∗∗ -0.118∗∗∗

(0.013) (0.035)

Observations 5982 5982
mean 1.499 1.499
Controls Yes

Notes: The outcome used in the first col-
umn is a dummy variable that takes the
value 1 if straightlining occurs in at least
one module and 0 otherwise. The outcome
used in the second column is the total num-
ber of modules with suggestive evidence of
straightlining. Robust standard errors are
shown in parentheses.
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

Table A.20: Peer to Peer Violence: Enumerator Fixed Effects

Emotional Bullying Physical Bullying Sexual Violence

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

ACASI Home 0.059∗∗∗ 0.060∗∗∗ 0.095∗∗∗ 0.095∗∗∗ 0.076∗∗∗ 0.081∗∗∗

(0.017) (0.017) (0.018) (0.017) (0.015) (0.014)

ACASI School 0.065∗∗∗ 0.062∗∗∗ 0.085∗∗∗ 0.084∗∗∗ 0.101∗∗∗ 0.103∗∗∗

(0.017) (0.017) (0.018) (0.018) (0.015) (0.014)

F2F School 0.038∗∗ 0.037∗∗ 0.048∗∗∗ 0.047∗∗∗ 0.067∗∗∗ 0.070∗∗∗

(0.017) (0.017) (0.018) (0.017) (0.015) (0.014)

Observations 5888 5887 5896 5888 5922 5907
Mean 0.608 0.456 0.124
Pvalue: diff AH&AS 0.745 0.622 0.063
Pvalue: diff AS&FS 0.124 0.042 0.010
Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Enumerator FE No Yes No Yes No Yes

Notes: Columns (1), (3) and (4) show the estimated average marginal effects of the treatment arms
relative to the children allocated to the F2F Home group. Columns (2), (4) and (6) include enumerator
fixed effects.
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01

Online Appendix - p11



Table A.21: School Staff to Student Violence: Enumerator Fixed Effects

Emotional Bullying Physical Bullying Sexual Violence

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

ACASI Home 0.206∗∗∗ 0.205∗∗∗ 0.088∗∗∗ 0.088∗∗∗ 0.151∗∗∗ 0.158∗∗∗

(0.017) (0.016) (0.018) (0.017) (0.015) (0.014)

ACASI School 0.208∗∗∗ 0.207∗∗∗ 0.093∗∗∗ 0.091∗∗∗ 0.173∗∗∗ 0.179∗∗∗

(0.017) (0.016) (0.018) (0.017) (0.015) (0.014)

F2F School 0.023 0.024 -0.009 -0.009 0.043∗∗∗ 0.046∗∗∗

(0.018) (0.017) (0.018) (0.017) (0.017) (0.016)

Observations 5873 5858 5876 5869 5925 5659
Mean 0.233 0.473 0.038
Pvalue: diff AH&AS 0.903 0.775 0.019
Pvalue: diff AS&FS 0.000 0.000 0.000
Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Enumerator FE No Yes No Yes No Yes

Notes: Columns (1), (3) and (4) show the estimated average marginal effects of the treatment arms
relative to the children allocated to the F2F Home group. Columns (2), (4) and (6) include enumerator
fixed effects.

Table A.22: Mean Differences Between the Full Sample and the Counselling Sample

All Counselling Provided Counselling Not Provided P-value

Child Sex 0.50 0.54 0.48 0.000
(0.50) (0.50) (0.50)

Child Age 9.78 9.96 9.72 0.000
(1.41) (1.40) (1.40)

1: Old cohort [10 to 12] 0.51 0.57 0.49 0.000
(0.50) (0.49) (0.50)

Caregiver: complete secondary or more 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.890
(0.34) (0.34) (0.34)

Wealth Index 0.40 0.41 0.39 0.011
(0.20) (0.21) (0.20)

Notes: The table presents means and standard deviations (in parentheses) for those in the ACASI or F2F group among
children who were referred for counselling. The last column shows the two-sided p-values. Robust standard errors are
shown in parentheses.
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Table A.23: Mean Differences by Evidence of Question Misunderstanding

All Evidence of misunderstanding No evidence of misunderstanding P-value

Child Sex 0.54 0.66 0.53 0.001
(0.50) (0.48) (0.50)

Child Age 9.96 9.82 9.97 0.190
(1.40) (1.37) (1.40)

1: Old cohort [10 to 12] 0.57 0.51 0.58 0.114
(0.49) (0.50) (0.49)

Caregiver: complete secondary or more 0.14 0.12 0.14 0.456
(0.34) (0.32) (0.34)

Wealth Index 0.41 0.39 0.41 0.192
(0.21) (0.20) (0.21)

Notes: The table presents means and standard deviations (in parentheses) for those with evidence of misunderstanding a question, and
those with no evidence of misunderstanding a question. The last column shows the two-sided p-values. Robust standard errors are shown in
parentheses.

Table A.24: Balance by Treatment Arm in the Counselling Sample

All ACASI F2F P-value

Child Sex 0.54 0.55 0.52 0.163
(0.50) (0.50) (0.50)

Child Age 9.96 9.95 9.96 0.939
(1.40) (1.41) (1.38)

1: Old cohort [10 to 12] 0.57 0.57 0.58 0.449
(0.49) (0.50) (0.49)

Caregiver: complete secondary or more 0.14 0.13 0.14 0.819
(0.34) (0.34) (0.34)

Wealth Index 0.41 0.41 0.40 0.357
(0.21) (0.20) (0.21)

Notes: The table presents means and standard deviations (in parentheses) for those
in the ACASI or F2F group among children who were referred for counselling. The
last column shows the two-sided p-values. Robust standard errors are shown in
parentheses.
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Table A.26: Correlates of Misreporting: Sexual Violence Adjusted for Potential Misunderstandings

Sexual Violence Diff (p-value) Sexual Violence (Adj) Diff (p-value)

ACASI F2F ACASI F2F

(1) (2) (1) - (2) (1) (2) (1) - (2)

Individual Characteristics

Male student 0.095*** 0.024* 0.001 0.069*** 0.018 0.013

(0.016) (0.014) (0.016) (0.013)

Old cohort [10 to 12] 0.058*** 0.060*** 0.934 0.058*** 0.057*** 0.960

(0.016) (0.014) (0.016) (0.013)

Family Characteristics

Wealth Index 0.060 -0.020 0.186 0.036 -0.013 0.396

(0.047) (0.038) (0.045) (0.037)

Caregiver: complete secondary or more -0.014 -0.042** 0.389 0.001 -0.044** 0.164

(0.026) (0.021) (0.025) (0.020)

Main practised religion: Christian 0.045** 0.029 0.578 0.047** 0.015 0.233

(0.022) (0.019) (0.020) (0.018)

Environment: Characteristics

High Density School -0.008 -0.007 0.943 -0.004 -0.006 0.905

(0.013) (0.010) (0.012) (0.010)

High Density City 0.016 0.029* 0.578 0.036** 0.043*** 0.780

(0.018) (0.016) (0.017) (0.015)

Notes: The Table shows the relationship between child, family, and context-level characteristics and the likelihood of sexual

violence by survey method, differentiating by the sexual violence reported in the survey and the one adjusted for potential

misunderstandings. The Columns titled ’Diff (pvalue)’ show the two-sided p-value test difference between the ACASI and

F2F groups. p-values below 0.10 indicate that the characteristic is sensitive to the measurement method, providing suggestive

evidence of systematic misreporting. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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B PDS LASSO

The treatment effects shown in Tables 1, 2, and 3 include controls selected using post-double-

selection LASSO (PDSL) (Belloni et al. 2014). The results remain similar to those obtained with

our prespecified controls. For each regression, PDS Lasso picked different controls, including

some that we pre-specified, such as child sex and age, and new ones, including interaction terms

between age and gender.

Table A.27: Emotional and Physical Bullying by Peers

Emotional Bullying Physical Bullying

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Logit PDSLasso Logit PDSLasso

ACASI Home 0.059∗∗∗ 0.060∗∗∗ 0.095∗∗∗ 0.095∗∗∗

(0.017) (0.017) (0.018) (0.018)

ACASI School 0.065∗∗∗ 0.065∗∗∗ 0.085∗∗∗ 0.085∗∗∗

(0.017) (0.017) (0.018) (0.018)

F2F School 0.038∗∗ 0.039∗∗ 0.048∗∗∗ 0.047∗∗∗

(0.017) (0.017) (0.018) (0.018)

Observations 5888 5888 5896 5896
Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes

Notes: Columns (1) and (3) show the estimated average marginal effects
of the treatment arms relative to the children allocated to the F2F Home
group. Columns (2) and (4) include controls selected using PDS Lasso. *
p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01

Table A.28: Emotional Violence and Corporal Punishment by the School Staff

Emotional Violence Corporal Punishment

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Logit PDSLasso Logit PDSLasso

ACASI Home 0.206∗∗∗ 0.210∗∗∗ 0.088∗∗∗ 0.089∗∗∗

(0.017) (0.017) (0.018) (0.018)

ACASI School 0.208∗∗∗ 0.210∗∗∗ 0.093∗∗∗ 0.092∗∗∗

(0.017) (0.017) (0.018) (0.018)

F2F School 0.023 0.019 -0.009 -0.009
(0.018) (0.017) (0.018) (0.018)

Observations 5873 5873 5876 5876
Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes

Notes: Columns (1) and (3) show the estimated average marginal effects
of the treatment arms relative to the children allocated to the F2F Home
group. Columns (2) and (4) include controls selected using PDS Lasso.
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
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Table A.29: Sexual Violence

Sexual Violence by Peers Sexual violence by School Staff

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Logit PDSLasso Logit PDSLasso

ACASI Home 0.076∗∗∗ 0.068∗∗∗ 0.151∗∗∗ 0.125∗∗∗

(0.015) (0.014) (0.015) (0.011)

ACASI School 0.101∗∗∗ 0.096∗∗∗ 0.173∗∗∗ 0.156∗∗∗

(0.015) (0.014) (0.015) (0.011)

F2F School 0.067∗∗∗ 0.058∗∗∗ 0.043∗∗∗ 0.020∗

(0.015) (0.014) (0.017) (0.011)

Observations 5922 5922 5925 5925
Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes

Notes: Columns (1) and (3) show the estimated average marginal effects of the treatment
arms relative to the children allocated to the F2F Home group. Columns (2) and (4) include
controls selected using PDS Lasso.
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
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C Cost effectiveness analysis

Table A.30: Cost-effectiveness Ratio: Disclosure of Sexual Violence

Treatment
arm

Cost per
beneficiary

Indicator
Percentage point change

compared to the
control group

Cost-effectiveness
ratio

Interpretation

F2F-school 60
Change in reporting
of sexual violence

7.8 7.69

1 percentage point increase in the
probability of reporting violence costs

7.69 USD when collecting data
using F2F-school.

ACASI-home 65 12.8 5.10

1 percentage point increase in the
probability of reporting violence costs

5.10 USD when collecting data
using ACASI-home.

ACASI-school 61 16.7 3.67

1 percentage point increase in the
probability of reporting violence costs

3.67 USD when collecting data
using ACASI-school.

Notes: The cost-effectiveness ratio is calculated as the cost per beneficiary divided by the treatment effect, where the treatment effect is measured as the percentage-point change
in violence disclosure. The calculation is based on the sexual violence outcome.
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Table A.31: Cost-effectiveness Ratio: Disclosure of Sexual Violence (Adjusted)

Treatment
arm

Cost per
beneficiary

Indicator
Percentage point change

compared to the
control group

Cost-effectiveness
ratio

Interpretation

F2F-school 60
Change in reporting
of sexual violence

7.1 8.44

1 percentage point increase in the
probability of reporting violence costs

8.44 USD when collecting data
using F2F-school.

ACASI-home 65 10.2 6.40

1 percentage point increase in the
probability of reporting violence costs

6.40 USD when collecting data
using ACASI-home.

ACASI-school 61 13.8 4.44

1 percentage point increase in the
probability of reporting violence costs

4.44 USD when collecting data
using ACASI-school.

Notes: The cost-effectiveness ratio is calculated as the cost per beneficiary divided by the treatment effect, where the treatment effect is measured as the percentage-point change
in violence disclosure. The calculation is based on the sexual violence outcome, adjusting for potential misunderstandings.
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D Comparison with International Surveys

Comparing our estimates with those from international surveys involves several caveats. Ideally,

we would compare our results with surveys that target the same age group, use identical survey

questions, and have been administered in Malawi. Malawi has data from the GSHS (2009),

the VACS (2013), and the DHS (2024). We exclude the DHS from the comparison because it

only provides data on sexual violence for females aged 15 and older. Between the VACS and

the GSHS, we prioritize comparability in measuring sexual violence and therefore focus on the

VACS, as the GSHS does not collect such information.

The VACS is administered to boys and girls aged 13 to 24 using face-to-face interviews in

respondents’ homes and asks about violence experienced in any setting and by any perpetrator.

We restrict the analysis to children aged 13 to 17. The survey includes two questions on forced

or pressured sex: ”Has anyone ever physically forced you to have sex and did succeed?” and

”Has anyone ever pressured you to have sex, through harassment, threats, or tricks and did

succeed?” It also includes a question on attempted sex: ”Has anyone ever tried to make you

have sex against your will but did not succeed?”

Three differences between the VACS and our survey are important. First, the VACS covers

an older age group, so the degree of misreporting may differ across surveys. If victims increas-

ingly internalize norms that discourage disclosure with age, our estimates of misreporting may

be conservative. Second, our survey question differs somewhat from the VACS question. We

ask: ”At any point in your life, did a peer or member of the school staff make you have sex with

them by threatening or pressuring you, or by making you afraid of what they might do?” Our

measure focuses on forced and pressured sex and does not capture attempted sex. Although

the wording differs, the underlying concepts are broadly comparable. Third, our survey focuses

exclusively on school-related violence. We identify whether the perpetrator was a peer or school

staff member for all cases, whereas the VACS records perpetrator information only for the first

and most recent incident. As a result, for children experiencing more than two incidents, the

VACS does not allow full identification of perpetrators. Based on the VACS data, this limitation

affects approximately 18 percent of respondents.

These caveats imply that any extrapolation to existing surveys should be treated with con-

siderable caution and viewed only as an illustrative exercise. Under the assumption that the

level of misreporting estimated in our study applies to the VACS measure of forced or pressured
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sex, the implied prevalence would be seven times higher than indicated by surveys such as the

Malawi VACS. A similar exercise across 15 Sub-Saharan African countries with available VACS

data would imply prevalence estimates exceeding those reported in the VACS by a factor of

ten. If we instead include the VACS measure of attempted sex, the implied prevalence would be

approximately twice as high as current survey estimates suggest, and exceeding reported rates

by a factor of five if we consider the sample of 15 Sub-Saharan African countries. This latter

comparison should be interpreted particularly cautiously, as our measure primarily captures

forced and pressured sex rather than attempted sex, and would only be appropriate if some

children answered the question referring to attempted sex instead of forced or pressured sex.

We view this as unlikely, given that our estimates are based on measures already adjusted for

potential misunderstandings.
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